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LA-RICS

AGENDA

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL
INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM AUTHORITY

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING

Thursday, October 6, 2016 - 9:00 a.m.
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
The Hertzberg Davis Forensic Science Center
1800 Paseo Rancho Castilla, Garcia Conference Room #219B
Los Angeles, CA 90032.

Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority (the “Authority”)

AGENDA POSTED: September 30, 2016
Complete agendas are made available for review at the designated meeting location. Supporting documentation
is available at the LA-RICS Office located at 2525 Corporate Place, Suite 100, Monterey Park, CA 91754 during
normal business hours and may also be accessible on the Authority’s website at http://www.la-rics.org.

Members:
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Sachi Hamai, CEO, County of Los Angeles

Daryl L. Osby, Vice-Chair, Fire Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Dept.
Jim McDonnell, Chair, Sheriff, County of Los Angeles Sheriff's Dept.
Cathy Chidester, Dir., EMS Agency, County of LADHS

Chris Donovan, Fire Chief, City of El Segundo Fire Dept.

Larry Giannone, Chief of Police, City of Sierra Madre Police Dept.
Mark R. Alexander, City Manager, CA Contract Cities Assoc.

Mark Fronterotta, Chief of Police, City of Inglewood Police Dept.
Michael Langston, Chief of Police, City of Signal Hill Police Dept.

10.Kim Raney, Chief of Police, City of Covina Police Dept.

Alternates:

John Geiger, General Manager, CEO, County of Los Angeles

Chris Bundesen, Asst., Fire Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Dept.
Dean Gialamas, Division Dir., County of Los Angeles Sheriff's Dept.
Kay Fruhwirth, Asst., Dir., EMS Agency, County of LADHS

Joe Ortiz, Captain, City of Sierra Madre Police Dept.
Marcel Rodarte, Executive Dir., CA Contract Cities Assoc.
Louis Perez, Deputy Chief, City of Inglewood Police Dept.
Chris Nunley, Captain, City of Signal Hill Police Dept.
David Povero, Captain, City of Covina Police Dept.

Officers:

John Radeleff, Interim Executive Director

John Naimo, County of Los Angeles Auditor-Controller

Joseph Kelly, County of Los Angeles, Treasurer and Tax Collector
Priscilla Lara, Board Secretary
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LA-RICS

NOTE: ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM IDENTIFIED ON THE AGENDA

l. CALL TO ORDER

Il. ANNOUNCE QUORUM - Roll Call

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (A)
A. September 8, 2016 — Regular Meeting Minutes
Agenda Item A
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS
V. CONSENT CALENDAR - (None)
VI. REPORTS (B-C)
B. Director’'s Report — John Radeleff
C. Project Manager’'s Report — Chris Odenthal
Agenda Item C
VIl.  DISCUSSION ITEMS (D-E)
D. Assessment of LA-RICS Deliverable
Agenda Item D
E. Outreach Update
Agenda Item E
VIll.  ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS (F)
F. APPROVE AMENDMENT NO. 21 TO AGREEMENT NO. LA-RICS 007 FOR
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM

— LAND MOBILE RADIO SYSTEM

It is recommended that your Board:
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Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority

1. Make the following findings:

a.

Find that including the Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) site into the scope of
Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site
Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4
(LMR System Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of
the same, (1) is within the scope of the impacts analyzed in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Los Angeles Regional
Interoperability Communications System Land Mobile Radio (LMR)
System, which your Board certified as compliant with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on March 29, 2016, and (2) there are
no changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken that require further review under CEQA.

Adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
for the JPK2 site included as Enclosure 2, determining that the significant
adverse effects of implementing the LMR System at the JPK2 site have
either been reduced to an acceptable level or that it is infeasible to do so,
and concluding that the benefits of implementing the LMR System at the
JPK2 site outweigh its significant and unavoidable impacts.

Find that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations since March 29, 2016, have made the LMR System
project infeasible at the Johnstone Peak (JPK) site, one of the 44 LMR
System project sites in the Final EIR approved by your Board on March
29, 2016.

Find that changes necessary to reflect the reconciliation of ten (10) LMR
System Sites to align with the updated LMR System Design are within
the scope of the impacts analyzed in the Final EIR for the LMR System
your Board certified on March 29, 2016, and there are no changes to the
project or to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken that
require further review under CEQA.

2. Approve Amendment No. 21 (Enclosure 1) to Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 for
a LMR System with Motorola Solutions, Inc. (Motorola), which revises the
Agreement as follows:

a.

October 6, 2016

Make changes necessary to reflect the replacement of the Johnstone
Peak (JPK) site with the Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) site by (1) removing
the JPK site from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site

Page 3



1

LA-RICS

3.
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AGENDA
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority

Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System
Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively,
and all associated Work of the same; and (2) include the JPK2 site into
the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and
Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and
Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively, and all associated
Work of the same. The scope, cost, and all associated Work for Phases
1 through 4 for the JPK2 replacement site shall be equivalent to that of
the JPK site, resulting in a cost neutral replacement.

b. Authorize the Authority to exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work
pertaining to Phase 1 (System Design) for the Johnstone Peak 2 site,
which is described and analyzed in the Final EIR.

c. Make changes necessary to reflect the reconciliation of ten (10) LMR
System Sites to align with the updated LMR System Design for a cost
increase in the amount of $804,962.

d. Remove Project Description Work and corresponding costs from the
scope of Phase 1 (LMR System Design) Work for five (5) LMR System
Sites as this work is no longer required for a cost decrease in the amount
of $58,370.

Authorize an increase to the Maximum Contract Sum by $746,592 ($804,962 -
$58,370), when taking the cost increases and decreases into consideration to
$285,950,390.

Allow for the issuance of one or more Notices to Proceed for the Work
contemplated in Amendment No. 21.

Delegate authority to the Interim Executive Director to execute Amendment
No. 21, in substantially similar form, to the enclosed Amendment
(Enclosure 1).

Agenda Item F

IX. MISCELLANEOUS — NONE

X. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION BY THE BOARD

October 6, 2016
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XI. CLOSED SESSION REPORT

1. PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
(Government Code Section 54957(b)(1))
Title: Executive Director / Interim Executive Director

2. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT
(Government Code Section 54957(b)(1))
Title: Executive Director / Interim Executive Director

3. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
(Government Code Section 54957.6)
Labor Negotiator: County Counsel

Xll.  ADJOURNMENT and NEXT MEETING:
Thursday, November 3, 2016, at 9:00 a.m., at the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department,

Scientific Services Bureau, located at 1800 Paseo Rancho Castilla,
Los Angeles, CA 90032.
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BOARD MEETING INFORMATION

Members of the public are invited to address the LA-RICS Authority Board on any
item on the agenda prior to action by the Board on that specific item. Members of the
public may also address the Board on any matter within the subject matter jurisdiction
of the Board. The Board will entertain such comments during the Public Comment
period. Public Comment will be limited to three (3) minutes per individual for each
item addressed, unless there are more than ten (10) comment cards for each item, in
which case the Public Comment will be limited to one (1) minute per individual. The
aforementioned limitation may be waived by the Board’s Chair.

(NOTE: Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3(b) the legislative body of a
local agency may adopt reasonable regulations, including, but not limited to,
regulations limiting the total amount of time allocated for public testimony on particular
issues and for each individual speaker.)

Members of the public who wish to address the Board are urged to complete a
Speaker Card and submit it to the Board Secretary prior to commencement of the
public meeting. The cards are available in the meeting room. However, should a
member of the public feel the need to address a matter while the meeting is in
progress, a card may be submitted to the Board Secretary prior to final consideration
of the matter.

It is requested that individuals who require the services of a translator contact the
Board Secretary no later than the day preceding the meeting. Whenever possible, a
translator will be provided. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or
other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the
meeting you wish to attend. (323) 881-8291 or (323) 881-8295

S| REQUIERE SERVICIOS DE TRADUCCION, FAVOR DE NOTIFICAR LA OFICINA
CON 72 HORAS POR ANTICIPADO.

The meeting is recorded, and the recording is kept for 30 days.
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a LOS ANGELES REGIONAL
LA-RI CS INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM AUTHORITY

September 8, 2016
The Hertzberg Davis Forensic Science Center
1800 Paseo Rancho Castilla, Conference Room 263
Los Angeles, CA 90032

Board Members Present:
Cathy Chidester, Director, EMS Agency, County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services

Alternates For Board Members Present:

John Geiger, General Manager, CEO, County of Los Angeles

Chris Bundesen, Asst., Fire Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Dept.
Dean Gialamas, Division Dir., Los Angeles County Sheriff's Dept.
Joe Ortiz, Captain, City of Sierra Madre Police Dept.

Marcel Rodarte, Executive Dir., CA Contract Cities Assoc.

David Povero, Captain, City of Covina Police Dept.

Officers Present:
John Radeleff, LA-RICS Interim Executive Director

Absent:

Chris Donovan, Fire Chief, City of EI Segundo Fire Dept.

Mark Fronterotta, Chief of Police, City of Inglewood Police Dept.
Michael Langston, Chief of Police, City of Signal Hill Police Dept.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING MINUTES
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority

LL TO ORDER

Director Dean Gialamas called the meeting of the Board to order.

Il. AN

NOUNCE QUORUM - Roll Call

Director Gialamas acknowledged that a quorum was present and asked for a roll call.

[I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (A)

A.

V. PU

July 7, 2016 — Regular Meeting Minutes (Revised)

Agenda Item A

. August 4, 2016 — Regular Meeting Minutes

Agenda Item B

Director Gialamas asked for a motion to approve both sets of minutes, Board
Member Chidester motioned first, seconded by Alternate Member Bundesen.

Ayes 7: Geiger, Bundesen, Gialamas, Chidester, Ortiz, Rodarte, and Povero
MOTION APPROVED

BLIC COMMENTS — (None)

V. CONSENT CALENDAR - (None)

VI. RE

C.

PORTS (C-D)
Director’s Report — John Radeleff

Interim Executive Director Radeleff stated he has been working with LA-RICS for six
months and acknowledges staff for all their hard work. Interim Executive Director
Radeleff and Jacobs Program Manager Chris Odenthal attended a Federal Forum
Meeting in Phoenix, Arizona to present the LTE System to approximately 50
agencies. The presentation went very well. LA-RICS staff held a demonstration
meeting for the Health Services Department, Emergency Medical Services (EMS)
Division for EMS Director and Board Member Cathy Chidester and her staff. Interim
Executive Director Radeleff stated he heard good feedback from the demonstration.
Board Member Chidester stated the staff was pleased with the presentation and a
better understanding on how the systems can be used for her staff in the medical
field. Board Member Chidester also recommended to Board Members to take key
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staff to the demonstration meetings to help understand how the systems can benefit
their agencies. Interim Executive Director Radeleff stated another demonstration
was held at the Sheriff's Department to show the capabilities of the systems. Interim
Executive Director Radeleff suggested to the Board sending staff to attend the
FirstNet meeting, which will consist of a presentation on the framework and
functionality of FirstNet on September 20, 2016. Alternate Member Geiger asked
when FirstNet is selecting a vendor. Interim Executive Director Radeleff stated in
November.

Interim Executive Director Radeleff provided a status on LTE and stated that we are
finalizing Part 2 plans and will be submitting them to NTIA this month. Once
approved, funds should be released sometime in October. The Oversight
Committee approved an amendment to allow for a no cost extension on the Motorola
warranty on the PSBN / LTE contract.

In regards to the LMR grant extension, it is with FEMA and we are expecting it back
within the next couple of weeks. A Construction waiver has been granted for all 67
sites with extensions pending to allow for work to resume. In regards to the status of
the UASI grant extension, CalOES’ perception is that there is a change in the
spending plan; we have a meeting scheduled for September 19" to discuss the
construction process. Once the meeting has occurred, our hope is FEMA and
CalOES will approve the extension with a clear understanding of our projects’
construction / deployment process. Alternate Member Geiger asked who the point
of contact at CalOES is, Interim Executive Director Radeleff stated Catherine Lewis.
Director Gialamas stated to let them know if the Board can help expedite the
process.

D. Project Manager’s Report — Chris Odenthal

Jacobs Project Manager Chris Odenthal stated the Jacobs Monthly Report has
changed to help the Board better understand the progress of the project. The
purpose of the report is to simplify it and to provide visuals to illustrate the progress.
For the Public Safety Broadband Network (PSBN), all 63 sites are complete, we
have been doing Acceptance Testing Plan (ATP) testing and Motorola has submitted
for work acceptance for many of those sites. By the next Board meeting all the sites
should be complete, so that we can close out all the construction on LTE Part 1. In
regards to the status on the LTE COWSs they are still under construction with SCE.
Status on the operations, training is ongoing throughout the rest of this calendar year
and likely into next year to ensure that all the staff is trained for the operations of this
network.

In regards to LTE Part 2 there is the potential for 25-30 sites to be added to the
PSBN system, with 51 sites that we are currently examining as part of LTE Part 2,
which will form part of a deployment plan that we will deliver to NTIA this month.

September 8, 2016 Page 3
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We have budgetary constraints but we will build as many sites as we can to benefit
the coverage in the area. We are walking through the RF design and taking a look
at the backhaul and will have a better understanding of the Part 2 deployment once
the plan is approved and funds are released.

Jacobs Project Manager Odenthal stated the status on LMR environmental has
progressed and we have submitted documentation for clearances for various groups
of sites and are expecting FEMA/CalOES to make a determination on the extension
request soon. When FEMA/CalOES makes there decision and grants the extension
we can expect a release of LMR sites from the environmental process and
construction to begin once permits have been received. The next nine sites that we
are planning to build-out have been contractually trued-up by the Authority, Jacobs,
and Motorola and we have worked through the details to provide to the Board today
in agenda item G; it has been a long process for the first nine sites. We expect the
remaining to process much quicker.

VII. DISCUSSION ITEMS (E-F)

E. Assessment of LA-RICS Deliverable
Interim Executive Director Radeleff stated this is the public release of the LA-RICS
assessment report. Director Gialamas stated there is no Board action on this item,
other than to receive and file. This is the document that we asked Interim Executive
Director Radeleff to put together as a result of assuming his role as Interim
Executive Director. Do any Board Members have any questions or comments, if
necessary we can include an item at the next meeting to further discuss. The
assessment is primarily recommendations that Interim Executive Radeleff has put
together for us to consider.
Agenda Iltem E

. Outreach Update
Interim Executive Director Radeleff stated Item F is the Outreach Update, no items
to discuss unless the Board has any questions.
Agenda Item F
VIIl. ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS (G)

G. APPROVE AMENDMENT NO. 20 TO AGREEMENT NO. LA-RICS 007 FOR LOS
ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS
SYSTEM - LAND MOBILE RADIO SYSTEM
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Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority

Administrative Manager Jeanette Arismendez presented Amendment No. 20 to the
LMR contract to the Board, requesting the Board:

1.

Approve Amendment No. 20 (Enclosure) to Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 for a
LMR System with Motorola Solutions, Inc. (Motorola), which revises the
Agreement as follows:

a. Make changes necessary to reflect the reconciliation for nine (9) LMR
System Sites to align with the updated LMR System Design for a cost
increase in the amount of $367,144.

b. Include 3D Modeling Work for certain LMR System Sites for a cost increase
in the amount of $6,534.

Remove Site Lease Exhibit Work for certain LMR System Sites and
corresponding costs for a cost decrease in the amount of $14,884.

Authorize an increase in the Maximum Contract Sum by $358,794 ($367,144 +
$6,534 - $14,884) when taking the cost increases and decreases into
consideration from $284,877,023 to $285,235,817.

Allow for the issuance of one or more Notices to Proceed for the Work
contemplated in Amendment No. 20.

Delegate authority to the Interim Executive Director to execute Amendment No.
20, in substantially similar form, to the enclosed Amendment (Enclosure).

Agenda ltem G

Director Gialamas asked for a motion to approve, Alternate Board Member
Bundesen motioned first, seconded by Alternate Board Member Gieger.

Ayes 7: Geiger, Bundesen, Gialamas, Chidester, Ortiz, Rodarte, and Povero

MOTION APPROVED

IX. MISCELLANEOQOUS - (None)

Director Gialamas stated the Board has a recognition award for Pat Mallon on behalf of
LA-RICS Authority Board of Directors to recognize him for many years of service and
dedication to this organization. Director Gialamas presented a letter and token of
appreciation. Pat Mallon accepted and acknowledged the recognition from the Board of
Directors.

September 8, 2016
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XI.

XII.

ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION BY THE BOARD
CLOSED SESSION REPORT

1. PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
(Government Code Section 54957(b)(1))
Title: Executive Director / Interim Executive Director

2. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT
(Government Code Section 54957(b)(1))
Title: Executive Director / Interim Executive Director

3. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
(Government Code Section 54957.6)

The Board entered into Closed Session at 9:43 a.m., and returned to Open Session at
10:11 a.m.; the Brown Act requires no report.

ADJOURNMENT and NEXT MEETING:

Director Gialamas announced adjournment of this meeting at 10:12 a.m. The Board’s
consensus was unanimous. The next Board meeting will take place on
Thursday, October 6, 2016, at 9:00 a.m., at the Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s
Department, Hertzberg Davis Forensic Science Center, 1800 Paseo Rancho Castilla,
Los Angeles, CA 90032.
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BOARD MEETING INFORMATION

Members of the public are invited to address the LA-RICS Authority Board on any
item on the agenda prior to action by the Board on that specific item. Members of the
public may also address the Board on any matter within the subject matter jurisdiction
of the Board. The Board will entertain such comments during the Public Comment
period. Public Comment will be limited to three (3) minutes per individual for each
item addressed, unless there are more than ten (10) comment cards for each item, in
which case the Public Comment will be limited to one (1) minute per individual. The
aforementioned limitation may be waived by the Board’s Chair.

(NOTE: Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3(b) the legislative body of a
local agency may adopt reasonable regulations, including, but not limited to,
regulations limiting the total amount of time allocated for public testimony on particular
issues and for each individual speaker.)

Members of the public who wish to address the Board are urged to complete a
Speaker Card and submit it to the Board Secretary prior to commencement of the
public meeting. The cards are available in the meeting room. However, should a
member of the public feel the need to address a matter while the meeting is in
progress, a card may be submitted to the Board Secretary prior to final consideration
of the matter.

It is requested that individuals who require the services of a translator contact the
Board Secretary no later than the day preceding the meeting. Whenever possible, a
translator will be provided. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or
other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the
meeting you wish to attend. (323) 881-8291 or (323) 881-8295

S| REQUIERE SERVICIOS DE TRADUCCION, FAVOR DE NOTIFICAR LA OFICINA
CON 72 HORAS POR ANTICIPADO.

The meeting is recorded, and the recording is kept for 30 days.
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Los Angeles Regional

Interoperable Communications System

PROJECT DESCRIPTION Location:

Events of 9-11-01 have highlighted the need for first 2525 Corporate Place, Suite 100
responders to be able to communicate with each other. Monterey Park, CA 91754
Emergency communications primarily address local

jurisdictional needs. Most agencies utilize separate radio Authority:

towers and equipment, often co-located as seen here, and .
separate radio frequencies. Los Angeles Regional Interoperable

Currently, there is duplication of costs and first Communications SyStem

responders cannot communicate with each other. Many

legacy systems around the County are obsolete and well Management:

beyond their useful life. The LA-RICS Project Vision is to LA-RICS Project Team
construct, own, operate, and maintain a regional,

interoperable public safety radio system. The program will

establish a County-wide public safety wireless voice and Consultant:

data radio system for all first and secondary responders. Jacobs Program Management Company
Existing radio frequencies will be pooled and the current

infrastructure utilized wherever practical. New FCC Communications Vendor:

licensed broadband spectrum will be utilized. LMR - Motorola Solutions, Inc.

Design, construction, and deployment of two County-wide LTE - Motorola Solutions, Inc.

systems (1) Land Mobile Radio (LMR) voice network will
utilize a pool of 88 existing communications sites and (2)
Long Term Evolution (LTE) broadband data network will
utilize a pool of 231 existing communications sites. Both
systems will comply with CEQA and NEPA standards.

Project and Construction Management Services will

provide network, infrastructure, project, and advisory A

services across 5 program phases for each of the LMR (l.\
o

and LTE projects: \‘f‘
b 4

LA-RICS

Phase 1 - System design

Phase 2 - Site construction and modification

Phase 3 - Supply telecommunication system Monthly Report No. 54
components
Phase 4 - Telecommunications system For September, 2016

mplementation Submitted September 27, 2016

Phase 5 - Telecommunications system maintenance

Confidentiality Notice: This document may contain confidential or legally privileged information that is intended only for the individual or entity to whom it was
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or reliance upon the contents of this report is strictly
prohibited. This document is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521 and is legally protected.

©Copyright 2016 LA-RICS Authority. All Rights Reserved
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LTE-1 UPDATES

LTE-2 UPDATES

Site/Civil/Closeout

e  Construction is completed on all sites with the exception of the
COW sites which are to be completed late November/early
December.

®  Received 90% complete close-out books for all 63 static sites.

Network/ATPS

®  For ATP review all (63) sites were visited by a representative from
the following agencies MSI, Jacobs, Televate, and County (or
appropriate land owning agency). A technical and physical
evaluation for alarms has been tested and documented on a site
by site basis. All deficiencies were recorded by the technical and
civil teams. A punch list was created by both MSI and LARICS for
those (63) sites providing the next steps to review all of the failed
alarm activities recorded from the acceptance tests (ATPs).

e  For all the sites containing punch list items, operations created
trouble tickets within the system allowing our technicians at the
NOC (Network Operations Center) to observe the re-test activities
for each site as MSI completes the re-test and final close out for
document submission and system acceptance. These task are
on-going and are schedule for completion by mid-September.

SCE COWS

®  SCE is currently under construction on all 9 COW's providing
infrastructure for both utilities (power and fiber/backhaul).

®  The schedule is as follows:

i 5 of the 9 COWS's have all infrastructure completed.

ii.  The remaining 4 COW'’s are slated for completion by
September 15.

iii. Hardware installation and fiber splicing is ongoing.

iv. Connectivity for both power and fiber is scheduled for
completion on all sites by September 26.

V. MSlis preparing the COW's for integration into the
Network soon after the R9 software upgrade stipulated
in the contract. This upgrade to the Core must be
completed before the commissioning for each COW and
prior to integration into the Network.

vi. Integration for the COW's are scheduled to begin in late
October or early November.

Operations

e  Operations classes will be on-going through the end of the year
and should be the final piece to provide LA-RICS the essential
tools required to operate and maintain the PSBN Network. Both of
the NOC'’s (Network Operations Centers) are currently in
operations and manned 5 days a week by an LARICS technician.

Special Events

®  The Sheriff & LA County Fire provide demonstrations for
government agencies, institutions providing insight into the PSBN
technology. The functionality and use of devices, cameras
including existing and future applications. The schedule for these
events are listed below:

10/5: California First Responders Network Board at LARICSHQ
(requires FCCF)

10/6: East Patrol Division Demo @ 9:00 AM
(requires WAL, PHN, LASDIDT)

10/19 IACP FirstNet presentation
10/21: FirstNet Sheriff/Police Chief briefing

10/20: LACo Police Chief's Association meeting — Quiet Canon
Montebello

10/27: CPRA Table Top Event - Quiet Canon Montebello

11/2-3: IWCE Critical LTE Communications Forum, Chicago

Site I.D., Justification

e  Completed 51 Site Candidate Information Packages (SCIP) .

e  Commenced initial site walk, final site walk, SAA, and
environmental analysis scheduling.

RF Design

e In-depth RF design to ensure all potential holes were identified.

e  Reviewed each search ring and identified potential candidates.

e  Created detailed paper analysis of each SCIP to use and work
with RF engineering to determine viability of each candidate.

Backhaul Design
e |nitial Backhaul design completed by Televate and is under review.

MSI Negotiations

®  Negotiations have not started yet, internal review and redlining of
Phase 1 of PSBN agreement is underway. A meeting to discuss
LTE2 with MSI has not yet been scheduled.

Budget

®  The remaining BTOP budget is approximately $37 million and will
be used to build out additional sites as well as assist in application
development and network management.

e [ndividual site budgets have been completed defining sites by raw
land, co-locate, and roof top.

e  Final narrative of the LTE2 plan in conjunction with the budget is
being revised and should be finalized by the first week of March
for NTIA review.

Environmental

e  Performed preliminary biologist and/or archaeologist site walks.

e  Continued review of 51 candidate sites.

e  Continued review of electronic hazardous substance databases.

[ )

Continued development of in-house CEQA and NEPA, compliance
databases.

e  Continued analysis of NHPA and ESA compliance streams to
determine schedule.

e Commenced stratification of sites into environmental risk
categories.
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LMR UPDATES

Environmental Update

Jacobs attended a meeting with staff from the Authority, FEMA, Cal OES, and the LA City mayor’s office on
September 19 to discuss grant funding.

Jacobs submitted a draft cultural resources report to the USFS on 6 September.

Jacobs continued preparation of data packages for the Group 4 sites.

Jacobs submitted a Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for Site JPK2 on September 26 for
approval at the October Board meeting.

Continued to work with Pyramid and FCS on their WEAP (environmental compliance document) and compliance
reporting requirements. Attended the first LMR construction activity (geotechnical investigation) at Site FCCF on
September 23.

Jacobs attended site design walks with the Authority and MSI.

Jacobs continued environmental analysis of the 9 feasibility sites, including reviewing for STATEX, preparation of a
supplement to the BRR, development of FCC 620/621 forms, and preparing exemption packages for sites not
subject to SHPO review under the nationwide programmatic agreement.

Budget

Jacobs and MSI are currently working through contractual True-up for all sites Phases 2-4. An additional nine (9)
sites will be presented at the next Board meeting bringing the total site count of eighteen (18) Trued-up sites.

Site/Civil

On 9/22/2016 first LMR Building Permit Application was submitted for Puente Hills (PHN) site.

On 9/23/2016 first LMR geotechnical soils boring was performed for Fire Command Center (FCCF) site.

38 each 50% CD'’s have been received for review and approval by the authority as of 9/27/2016

13 each 75% CD’s have been received for review and approval by the authority as of 9/27/2016

1 each 100% CD’s have been received for review and approval by the authority as of 9/27/2016 and was submitted
to LA County Department of Public Works for review and Building Permit issuance.

Jacobs continues task of obtaining SAA’s for 19 LMR sites (SAA’s for remainder sites being processed by LA County
CEO-RED)

As of 9/27/2016, fourteen (14) executed SAA’s are in place
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1. Executive Summary

The Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Land Mobile Radio (LA-RICS LMR)
program consists of the following five (5) phases; Phase 1 LMR System Design, Phase 2 LMR Site
Construction and Site Modification, Phase 3 Supply LMR System Components, Phase 4 LMR System
Implementation, and Phase 5 LMR System Maintenance. Phases 1-4 span over a five (5) year period
which includes one (1) year of system warranty. Phase 5 provides the Authority with fifteen (15) one
year options for Motorola Solutions Inc. (MSI) to provide system monitoring and maintenance services.

The LA-RICS LMR program is currently in Phase 1 LMR System Design. Notices-To-Proceed numbers 1
through 16 have been issued authorizing distinct work for system Design services, the design and
implementation of the initial deployment of the LMR system elements termed “Early Equipment”,
“Specified Equipment and System on Wheels”, and “Station B Equipment”, “Frequency Licensing”, “UPS
System”, and “Portable Radios, Consolettes and Consoles”, “Portable Radio Equipment”, alternate sites
“Project Descriptions”, “Frequency Licensing for the Base System”, “Bridge Warrant for Early”, “Retuning
of SOW & Station B UHF Frequencies”, “Project descriptions for Nine Potential Replacement Sites” and

“LMR System Redesign and Relocation of Core 2”.

On April 25 the Authority executed Amendment 17 to make necessary changes to Phase 1 for additional
project descriptions, to make changes to reflect the Work in the applicable Phases for the change in the
number of sites in the LMR system, to exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phases
2-4.

On April 27, 2016 the Authority issued NTP17 authorizing specific Work related Phases 2, 3, and 4 for
ten (10) LMR sites.

On May 4, 2016 the Authority executed Amendment 18 to make necessary changes to Phase 1 for
additional project descriptions and to make adjustments to Phase 1 services to accommodate additional
sites.

On May 5, 2016 the Authority Board of Directors approved Amendment 19 to remove one (1) site from
the system and to reconcile equipment quantities for certain LMR sites. Amendment 19 was executed

with an effective date of May 5, 2016.

This report covers the period from 08/15/16 through 09/16/16

This month’s report for the LA-RICS LMR program covers the reporting period from 08/15/16 through
09/16/16.

On September 8, 2016 the Authority Board of Directors approved Amendment 20 to reconcile nine (9)
LMR Sites to reflect the updated LMR System Design, inclusion of 3D modeling drawings, and remove
certain Site Lease Exhibits from the contract.

During this reporting period associated Phase 1 tasks were performed to include A&E activities,
Frequency Coordination , system redesign, site scope and true-up reviews, Site Access Agreements, and
Environmental Reviews which are currently in progress. A&E activities included site walks, site sketch
development, site surveys, development of the Zoning Drawings, and Construction Drawings.

LA-RICS LMR Monthly Report #36 — 08/15/16 thru 09/16/16 Page 3
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The primary Phase 1 activities for this period include:

LMR System Redesign

LMR system redesign efforts continued this period to address the changes in sites listed in Amendments
17 through 19 and the agreed upon system coverage design enhancements for six (6) sites. On
September 6, 2106 the Authority project team and MSI conducted a meeting to review and verify the
LMR Design of Record. System Redesign activities for this period included frequency identification and
planning, determination of site parameters for redesign, submittal and evaluation of additional coverage
design enhancement recommendations, and development of subsystem architecture changes based on
the system redesign. MSlI is utilizing the Design of Record to continue with the Site True-Up process and
has begun efforts to proceed with the next level of coverage design and backhaul network design.

Site Design Activities

Site design activities for this period included continued site evaluation walks, site sketch development
and submittals, site survey walks, project description development and submittals for additional sites,
Site Access Agreement exhibits, Zoning Drawing development and submittal, and Construction Drawing
development and submittal for Authority review. Additional activities included power load studies,
evaluation of as-built drawings and tower mapping, and tower structural analysis for the applicable
sites.

LA-RICS Deliverables - Authority Site Access Agreements

Authority’s efforts to develop and execute the applicable Right of Entry and Site Access Agreements for
the required sites in the LMR design are ongoing. This activity is primarily being driven by the
Authority’s Site Access Team in conjunction with LA County CEO Real Estate Division. As of this reporting
period 16 Site Access Agreements have been approved.

The Authority continues to work with FEMA to obtain independent site environmental approvals which
are required prior to the start of construction at a site. As of this reporting period 10 sites have received

independent site environmental approvals.

The following table provides a dashboard snapshot of the projects’ health signs.

LMR Project Dashboard

Category  Rating Change Comments

Schedule Independent site environmental approvals and Notice To
Proceed milestones are under review for determination of
schedule impact. Delayed submission of permits and A&E
drawings has negatively impacted the schedule. A revised
schedule for all phases (1-4) was submitted and formally
reviewed 9/8/16. A&E drawing progress is being followed
and tracked on a weekly basis.

Quality Construction drawings process is slow, and additional
corrective actions are being put into place. Two additional
A&E firms have been incorporated to increase throughput
and quality. Good progress has been made since the last
reporting period and is being tracked on a weekly basis.

LA-RICS LMR Monthly Report #36 — 08/15/16 thru 09/16/16 Page 4
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LMR Project Dashboard
Category  Rating Change

Comments

Risk .

Scope ‘

Budget

Risk items have been identified regarding: Spectrum, Site
Access Agreements, and Site Conditions. FEMA independent
site environmental approvals required.

Scope is well defined although there may be increased scope
associated with the design enhancement recommendations
and in construction once geotechnical investigations are
complete.

Current budget reflects contract pricing. True-up process was
completed for 10 sites this period. Objective is to true-up
sites on a monthly basis to support project schedule.

2. Project Status

The following sections identify task activities during the reporting period and the planned activities for

the next reporting period.

2.1 Tasks In Progress or Completed
The following depict the task activity that occurred during the current reporting period.

Activity Name Activity Status
LA-RICS Deliverables
Lease Negotiations & Site Access Use Agreements In Process
FEMA Environmental Site Approvals & Construction Waivers In Process
Additional Sites for Consideration Environmental Reviews In Process
LMR System Redesign
Redesign baseline site parameters & redesign development In Process
Contract True-up of site designs and equipment for each site In Process
Project Descriptions
Develop Additional Project Descriptions (Amendments/NTPs 16-19) Completed
Site Design
Site Walks and Site Sketch Development & Approvals In Process
Site Surveys In Process
Develop Zoning Drawings & Approvals In Process
Develop Construction Drawings & Approvals In-Process
LA-RICS LMR Monthly Report #36 — 08/15/16 thru 09/16/16 Page 5
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2.2 Tasks Planned for Next Period (09/19/16 thru 10/14/16)
The following depict the task activity that is planned for the next reporting period.

Activity Name
LA-RICS Deliverables
Lease Negotiations & Site Access Use Agreement
Access to Core Sites
FEMA Environmental Site Approvals & Construction Waivers
Review and Approve Zoning and Construction Drawings
Notice To Proceed for applicable sites
Environmental Review & Documentation (Authority)
Additional Sites for Consideration Environmental Reviews
LMR System Redesign
Redesign baseline site parameters & redesign development
Contract True-up of site designs and equipment for each site
Site Design
Site Walks and Site Sketch Development & Approvals
Site Surveys
Develop Zoning Drawings & Approvals
Submittal of Zoning Drawings
Geotechnical Boring
Develop Construction Drawings and Approvals

Submit Permits Drawings and Approvals

Planned Status

On Going
On Going
In Process
In Process
On Plan to Start

In Process

In Process

In Process

In Process
In Process
In Process
In Process
On Plant to Start
In Process
On Plan to Start

2.3 Authority Look-Ahead Tasks (120-Day)

For the Authority planning purposes the following table provides a one hundred twenty (120) Day look-

ahead of the Authority-specific activities to conduct coordination, inspections, approvals, consents, and

or provide decisions necessary from the Authority to facilitate Contractor's progress.

Activity Name
LA-RICS Deliverables
Lease Negotiations & Site Access Use Agreement

LA-RICS Provides Access to Core Sites
FEMA Environmental Site Approvals & Construction Waivers
Review and Approve Zoning and Construction Drawings
Notice To Proceed for applicable sites
Environmental Review & Documentation (Authority)
Additional Sites for Consideration Environmental Reviews
LMR System Redesign
Review and Approve Redesign baseline site parameters & redesign sections

Activity Status

09-Sep-13 A
18-Sep-13 A

On Going

On Going

On Plan to Start

On Going

On Plan to Finish

Contract True-up of site designs and equipment for each site On Going
Site Design
Schedule Access for the Development A&E Activities at Selected Sites On Going
LA-RICS LMR Monthly Report #36 — 08/15/16 thru 09/16/16 Page 6
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Activity Name

Review and Approve Site Sketches
Review and Approve Zoning Drawings
Review and Approve Construction Drawings

Review and Approve Building Permit Packages

Site Construction

Outreach to Neighborhoods for Applicable Sites

Pre- Construction Packages Review & Approval

Activity Status
On Going

On Going
On Going
On Going

On Going
On Plan to Start

Site Construction Monitoring

On Plan to Start

3. Project Risk Register

Title

Assigned

Impact

Risk Description

Status

Site Parameters

Authority

High

Site parameters (e.g. tower heights, RF
equipment configurations) are different
from the baseline agreement and may
impact System performance.

Active

Environmental
Process

Authority

High

The individual determination of
environmental impacts or mitigations may
impact site work. Individual environmental
releases from FEMA are required to start
work at sites.

Active

Delayed Drawings
and Permit Release

Motorola

High

Delay in permit submission and release
impacts construction schedule and ability
to meet grant spending guidelines.
Changes in site design by Authority and
incorporating system redesign elements
are impacting drawing progress for certain
sites.

Active

Site Access
Agreements

Authority

High

Lease holders approvals are needed in
order to implement LA-RICS improvements
at sites.

Active

Project Schedule

Authority
&
Motorola

High

Overall project schedule and individual site
permit submissions/work starts impacted
by implementation of LMR System redesign
enhancements, slow A&E construction
development progress, and individual site
true-ups.

Active
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4. Areas of Concern

This section describes any events and or circumstances of which the Contractor is aware that has

delayed or may delay project activities and what corrective or remedial actions was taken or will be
taken to resolve the issue. Outstanding Issues Log (the “OIL Log”) entries are also tabulated and
monitored in this section. “QOil Log” items include, for example, sequencing, infrastructure, site access,

coordination issues, congestion of workers and equipment, time requirements for design, procurement,

and installation.

ID Event / Circumstance Remedial Action Taken or Required

02-02 | System Design impacts due to changes | Motorola and the Authority have analyzed probable

candidates. Adjusted tower heights

determine system impacts. Impact i

site design and permitting.

in site conditions site changes and suitable site replacement

and

undetermined site parameters at several of the sites
will impact the coverage. System redesign efforts will

ncludes,

microwave backhaul, equipment reconfigurations,
channel plan changes, system coverage, licensing, and

5. Disputes and Claims

This section describes any disputes, potential claims, and claims made during the reporting period.

Dispute / Claim / Potential Claim Status / Actions

Resolution Date

None to report this period

6. Financial Status

The following represents the invoice payments that were completed during the reporting period and the

remaining amount to be invoiced and paid.

Invoice Payment Category ‘ Invoice Payment Totals

Contract Sum Full Payable Amount (Amendment 19) $154,067,733

Cumulative Invoice Payments from Last Report $ 46,981,653
Total Invoice Payments This Period S
Remaining Amount to be Paid $107,086,080

LA-RICS LMR Monthly Report #36 — 08/15/16 thru 09/16/16
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7. LA-RICS Master Schedule

A revised schedule for all phases (1-4) was submitted and formally reviewed 9/8/16. The project
schedule includes the latest list of sites and the Authority’s actual and projected dates for Site Access
Agreements, FEMA independent site environmental approvals, FEMA construction waivers, and site
Notice to Proceeds. An exported file (XER) of the master project schedule is delivered on a weekly basis.
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(See attached LMR Executive Project Summary Snapshot by Site)
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1. Executive Summary

The Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System - Public Safety Broadband Network (LA-
RICS PSBN) project is a 700 MHz Long Term Evolution (LTE) public safety mobile broadband network that
will provide broadband services across the County of Los Angeles for the Authority’s Member Agencies.

The LA-RICS Authority was awarded a Comprehensive Community Infrastructure (CCl) Broadband
Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP) grant by Department of Commerce's National
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) to deploy the LA-RICS PSBN system. The
BTOP grant program requires that the LA-RICS PSBN system be compatible with the future Nationwide
Public Safety Broadband Network (NPSBN) currently being designed and developed by FirstNet, an
independent authority within the NTIA. Additionally the Authority executed a Spectrum Manager Lease
Agreement (SMLA) with FirstNet for spectrum usage rights to operate on the 700 MHz public safety
broadband spectrum (D-Block). The LA-RICS-PSBN system provides the Authority with the opportunity
to work cooperatively with FirstNet, while participating in testing and providing input in what will
ultimately form the National Public Safety Broadband Network (NPSBN).

The LA-RICS PSBN program consists of the following five (5) phases; Phase 1 PSBN System Design, Phase
2 PSBN Site Construction and Site Modification, Phase 3 Supply PSBN Components, Phase 4 PSBN
System Implementation, and Phase 5 PSBN Maintenance. Phases 1-4 must have construction activities
substantially completed by September 30, 2015 to be in compliance with the BTOP grant funding
program. The cost for all Work performed that is not covered by the BTOP grant program will be the
sole responsibility of the Authority. Phase 5 provides the Authority with the first five (5) years of one
year options for Motorola to provide system monitoring and maintenance services.

On March 10, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 1 authorizing Motorola to begin all work in Phase 1 for
System Design services. Phase 1 primary activities include:
e LA-RICS Deliverables
e Project Management Plans
System Design
Site Design
e RF Emissions Report
e Inventory and Management System

On April 7, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 2 for Amendment 2 to add detailed design services to Phase 1
for Additive Alternate No. 1, a Home Subscriber Server (HSS), and Additive Alternate No. 2, a Redundant
Evolved Packet Core (EPC).

On June 20, 2014 the Authority issued Amendment 3 to exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work
pertaining to Phase 2, Site Construction and Site Modification, and Phase 3, Supply PSBN Components.

On June 20, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 3 to begin limited work related to Phase 2 and Phase 3.
Microwave equipment was excluded from NTP 3 until the Authority approves the backhaul design and
issues a separate NTP. NTP 3 also authorized Motorola to proceed with all planning and non-site
mobilization work related to Phase 2, Site Construction and Site Modification, however, no construction
work at a specific project site location will be conducted until the Authority has received all required
NEPA and/or any other applicable Federal and State Environmental approvals for each specific location.
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On July 10, 2014 the Board of Directors approved Amendment 4 for Phase 2, Site Construction and Site
Modification, and Phase 3, Supply PSBN Components of Additive Alternate No. 1, a Home Subscriber
Server (HSS) and Additive Alterative No. 2, a Redundant Evolved Packet Core (EPC).

On September 8, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 4 to proceed with work related to Phase 3 Supply PSBN
Components for Additive Alternate No. 1, a Home Subscriber Server (HSS). Phases 2 and 4 were
excluded from NTP 4 as they relate to Additive Alternative No. 1. Per NTP 4, authorization to design and
purchase the HSS have been issued but installation and implementation have been excluded.

On September 17, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 5 authorizing Motorola to proceed with Work related
to Site Construction and Site Modification under Phase 2 for Additive Alternate No. 1, Home Subscriber
Server (HSS). With respect to Phase 2, Site Construction and Site Modification, the services to be
performed for Additive Alternate No. 1 involve minor site preparation activities in order to receive
applicable equipment racks within the existing communications rooms at the Fire Command and Control
Facility.

On September 25, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 6 authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering 40
additional standard equipment packages. As of NTP 6, Motorola is not authorized to proceed with
ordering any equipment that is dependent on final design approval from the Authority, including for
microwave and backhaul, until such time as the Authority has approved the final design for such sites
and issues an NTP. The final site and backhaul design will be completed within 60 days of the Authority
finalizing site locations and tower configurations.

On September 26, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 7 authorizing Motorola to proceed with Phase 4, PSBN
Implementation Work. The work related to the installation of the Primary EPC at FCCF consists of
installing, optimizing, testing, commissioning, and deploying all of the Authority-authorized portion of
the PSBN including, without limitation, all hardware, software, physical and network infrastructure,
data, and all other deliverables and other work necessary to implement the full functionality of the PSBN
and training staff on the use of the PSBN. NTP 7 excludes installation of the System Management
Monitoring Servers (SMMS - the servers required to manage and monitor the PSBN).

On October 1, 2014 the Authority approved Amendment 6 for the removal of three (3) PSBN Sites and
to make the changes necessary to reflect the replacement of undisguised antenna support structures to
disguised antenna support structures at 32 PSBN Sites. Amendment 6 increases the Maximum Contract
Sum by $2,613,300 from $175,583,275 to $178,196,575.

On October 10, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 8 authorizing Motorola to modify the existing order of 40
sites contemplated in NTP No. 6 (standard antenna support structures - 70 foot undisguised monopoles)
to order 40 sites worth of equipment considering any mix of antenna support structures (undisguised
and/or disguised, with disguised antenna support structures limited to 31 sites pursuant to Amendment
No. 6) that Motorola deems necessary to commence construction activities. As of this NTP, construction
activities remain prohibited pending the Authority receiving FONSI and SHPO approvals.

On October 22, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 9 authorizing Motorola to proceed with all Phase 4 Work
related to the installation of the System Management and Monitoring Subsystem (SMMS) at the County
of Los Angeles' Fire Department's Fire Command and Control Facility (FCCF). The NTP included the
statement: “Motorola Solutions has agreed to provide a fully geo-redundant SMMS configuration (to
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begin implementation in November, 2015).” Motorola provided clarification that the agreement was
still under negotiation for cost and schedule delivery and that the deployment of the geo-redundant
SMMS was predicated on the NTP for the redundant Evolved Packet Core (EPC).

On November 4, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 10 authorizing Motorola to begin construction on 94
sites provided within the NTP.

On December 2, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 11 authorizing Motorola to proceed with all Work
necessary for ordering and installing site routers and core routers at FCCF, LAPDVDC, and all sites for
Phase 3, Supply PSBN Components. NTP also authorized Motorola to proceed with all Work related to
Phase 3 for Additive Alternate 2 Redundant EPC to be located at LAPDVDC.

On December 2, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 12, authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering an
additional 75 PSBN Sites worth of standard equipment, such as antenna support structures Evolved
Packet Core (EPC) components, eNodeB components, antennas, and associated accessories for all sites
that are not dependent on final design approval. Additionally, Motorola is authorized to proceed with
the ordering of all Work related to Phase 3, Supply PSBN Components, and Phase 4, PSBN
Implementation, for TMR Cabinets and TMR battery backup components for 75 PSBN Sites.

On December 30, 2014 the Authority issued NTP 13, authorizing Motorola to begin construction on 31
City of Los Angeles Sites listed in NTP.

On December 31, 2014 the Authority approved Amendment 7 to make changes necessary to reflect the
replacement of undisguised antenna support structures with various types of antenna support
structures at eight PSBN Sites.

On January 22, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 14, authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering 25
vehicular routers.

On January 28, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 15, authorizing Motorola to begin construction on the
two sites VEFDOO1 and VEFDO0O3

On February 5, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 8 for the removal of thirty-six (36) PSBN Sites,
include six (6) new PSBN Sites and to make the changes necessary to reconcile the hose tower
installation costs for twenty-eight (28) PSBN Sites. Amendment 8 decreases the Maximum Contract Sum
from $178,196,575 to $166,254,679.

On March 3, 2015 the Authority issue NTP 16, authorizing Motorola to begin construction on the four
sites; ARCPDO1, AZPD001, ELMNTPD, LACF159.

On March 4, 2015 the Authority issue NTP 17, authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering and
implementing TMR cabinets for seventy-five (75) sites.

On March 3, 2015 the Authority and Motorola presented its project status report to the NTIA and NOAA
representatives. The meeting highlighted the equipment procurement plan and implementation plan to
deploy 182 sites by August 15, 2015. Motorola presented the updated PSBN system coverage maps
based on the 182 sites.
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On March 5, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 9 for the removal of twenty-four (24) PSBN Sites,
include six (6) new PSBN Sites and to make the changes necessary to accommodate various changes in
civil construction scope at applicable sites.. Amendment 9 decreases the Maximum Contract Sum from
$166,254,679, to $158,930,274.

On March 10, 2015 the Authority issue NTP 18, authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering the
necessary microwave radio equipment and accessories to implement the PSBN microwave paths
identified in the approved PSBN backhaul design.

On March 18, 2015 the Authority issue NTP 19, authorizing Motorola to proceed with all Work related to
Phase 4 (PSBN implementation) for Additive Alternate 2, Redundant Evolved Packet Core (EPC) at the
Los Angeles Police Department Valley Dispatch Center (LAPDVDC).

On April 2nd, 2015 the Authority issued a formal Suspension Order, directing Motorola to halt the
procurement equipment.

On April 3" 2015 the Authority received a Stop Work Notice for all work and was issued a Corrective
Action Plan (CAP) from NOAA to be submitted by April 13, 2015. Between 3/3/15 and 3/13/15 Motorola
produced numerous supporting coverage scenarios for the Authority to include within the CAP
response.

On April 16, 2015 the Authority issued a letter to Motorola requesting a plan for reduced scope and an
analysis of cost impact. A Schedule was released on 5/07/15 and is updated on a weekly basis.

On May 7, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 20, authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering the
necessary microwave radio equipment and accessories to implement the PSBN microwave paths
remaining as part of the CAP site list.

On May 7, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 21, partially cancelling the Suspension Order that was issued
on April 3, 2015 and authorized construction to resume at the 69 sites identified in the Corrective Action
Plan.

On May 7, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 22, directing Motorola to 1) look at options are returning
Additive Alternate No. 1, the Redundant Evolved Packet Core (EPC), assigned to the Los Angeles Police
Department Valley Dispatch Center (LAPDVDC) to Ericsson; (2) recover the redundant EPC for Motorola's
use in other projects or (3) resell the Redundant EPC to a secondary market. Motorola is evaluating the
cost impacts and the legal possibilities with the directive issued in this NTP.

On May 12, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 23, authorizing Motorola to order fiber optic equipment and
provide services via contract between Fujitsu and Motorola in order to create a link between the FCCF
and the City fiber ring. NTP 23 was limited to the County portion of the design.

On May 15, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 24, authorizing Motorola to order leased fiber services from
AT&T, Verizon, and Time Warner to provide connections between the applicable CAP sites and the FCCF

EPC site.

On May 15, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 25, directing Motorola to 1) return the excess PSBN
equipment to its manufacturers, 2) recover the excess equipment for Motorola’s use in other projects,
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or 3) resell the excess PSBN equipment to a secondary market, in accordance with the list of equipment
in the NTP. Motorola is evaluating the list of equipment provided in the NTP and the cost impacts and
the legal possibilities with the directive issued in this NTP.

On May 20, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 26 Authorizing Motorola to order fiber optic equipment and
provide services via contract between Fujitsu and Motorola to create a link between the EPC located at
the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s FCCF facility and the City Los Angeles fiber ring. NTP 26
expands upon the products and services in NTP 23 to include the City portion of the fiber scope.

On June 18, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 10 for the Inclusion of 15 Cell-On-Wheels and the
Construction Restoration Work at 30 PSBN Sites.

On June 25, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 27 Authorizing Motorola to proceed with all Phase 1 (System
Design) Work for fifteen (15) Cell-On-Wheels (COWSs) sites.

On June 30, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 28 Authorizing Motorola to proceed with all Work related to
construction restoration for thirty (30) PSBN Sites that have been removed from the program.

On June 30, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 29 Authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering nine
hundred and seventy-five (975) VML-750 in-vehicle router units.

On July 16, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 11 to add 15 Cell-On-Wheels (COWSs) and the
PASDNPD site to the PSBN program.

On July 16, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 30 Authorizing Motorola to proceed with all Phase 2 (Site
Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply PSBN components), and Phase 4 (PSBN
Implementation) Work for fifteen (15) Cell-On-Wheels (COWs).

On August 13, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 12 to remove forty-two (42) sites from the
PSBN system, authorize the removal of seven (7) tower foundations at the applicable restoration sites,
to purchase 5,000 Universal Integrated Circuit Cards (UICC), purchase of five (5) CISCO routers and five
(5) corresponding units of data services, and approvals for applicable change orders.

On August 13, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 31 Authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering five
thousand (5,000) standalone universal Integrated Circuit Cards (UICCs)

On September 1, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 32 authorizing Motorola to proceed with ordering five
(5) CISCO routers and five (5) corresponding units of data and related Work that are capable of
operating a 4G cellular aircard on a commercial carrier that will allow Motorola and the Authority to
temporarily test eNodeB sites in the event that the permanent backhaul solution is not available at the
time of site commissioning.

On September 4, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 13 to confirm the prior removal of 77
additional sites.

On September 23, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 33 authorizing Motorola to proceed with replacing the
security certificates at the EPC core.
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On October 9, 2015 the Authority approved Amendment 14 to adjust the contract for scope changes to
tower sites.

On October 15, 2015 the Authority issued NTP 34 instructing Motorola to provide a portion of the
training plan for 9 classes.

On December 3, 2015, the Authority issued a Suspension Order for Waterway Coverage Testing, Special
Operations Testing (SOT), and the Public Safety Broadband Network (PSBN) Burn-in Testing (Burn-in).

On December 17, 2015 the Authority Approved Amendment 15 to: (a) Settle and resolve all outstanding
claims with the Contractor, including all claims from Contractor's subcontractors, and including all
known and all potential future claims through the completion of the work under the Agreement, with
the exception of changes to the Work directed in writing by the Authority;

(b) Approve payment to the Contractor of $15,764,246 in the specific amounts for the specific claims
identified in tab C.16 of Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) attached to the Amendment; (c) Approve the
reduction of project management fees payable to the Contractor in the Agreement for sites not
constructed, for a total reduction in project management fees of $5,078,774, as reflected in tabs C.3, C.4
and C.5 of Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) attached to the Amendment; and (d) Authorize an increase
to the Maximum Contract Sum by the net amount of $10,685,472 from $132,899,485 to $143,584,957.

On December 21, 2015 the Authority and Motorola executed Amendment 15 as described above.

On February 23, 2016, the Authority issued a Termination for Convenience for the Wide Area Coverage
Testing.

On March 9, 2016 the Authority issued Motorola a Termination for Convenience for all Waterway
Coverage Testing, Special Operations Testing (SOT), Public Safety Broadband Network (PSBN) Burn-in
Testing (Burn-in) Testing, and for Freeway Coverage Testing.

On March 9, 2016 the Authority approved Amendment 16 to include all Work related to additional
Radio Frequency (RF) Emissions testing at twelve (12) PSBN sites to include six (6) indoor emission tests
at identified sites.

On March 16, 2016 the Authority issued NTP 35 authorizing Motorola to conduct additional RF Emssions
Testing at twelve (12) PSBN Sites

On May 4, 2016 the Authority approved Amendment 17 to remove all Work related to Coverage, Stress,
and Burn-in testing. On May 5, 2016 MSI submitted a claim for the portion of Work completed on the

terminated scope. The Authority is currently reviewing MSI's submission.

This report covers the period from 8/15/16 to 9/16/16

On August 31, the Authority and MSI executed Amendment 18 to extend the warranty period until
12/31/16, reconciliation of excess equipment and spare equipment, corrected construction costs
associated the with the LASDCVS site, and correction of administrative errors in Exhibit C.
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The following table provides a dashboard snapshot of the projects’ health signs.

PSBN Project Dashboard
Category  Rating Change

Comments

Schedule

Quality .

Risk .
Scope .

Budget

The balance of training, acceptance testing, and final
documentation are impacting the schedule completion date.
These limit the ability for the Authority to utilize the PSBN.
The delay has impacted the Warranty period which has been
extended to the end of 2016.

MSI is nearly complete with making adjustments to reduce
high interference levels on multiple sites. No major quality
issues to report this period.

Authority managed construction is in progress for the SCE Cell
on Wheel sites.

The contract has been amended to account for the remaining
site tower and location changes.

Authority has not yet authorized payment for excess
equipment that was ordered by Authority and delivered prior
to any stop work notices.

2. Project Status

The following sections identify task activities during the reporting period and the planned activities

for the next reporting period.

2.1 Tasks In-Progress and Completed
The following depict the task activity that occurred during the current reporting period.

Activity Name Activity Status
LA-RICS Deliverables

Provide Access and Escorts to EPC and RAN Sites As Needed

Construction, Power & Fiber for 10 SCE COW Sites In Progress
System Design Activities

Network Management System Design Update With Comments In Progress
Site Construction & Site Modification (Phase 2)

Permit Clear for Applicable LTE Sites In Progress
System Implementation (Phase 4)

LTE EPC Install & Configuration / Test In Progress
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Activity Name Activity Status
COW Sites Install, Configuration, Commissioning / Test In Progress
Site acceptance testing punch list resolution In Progress
Closeout documents & as-built drawings In Progress
LTE Training (Wave 1 complete / Wave 2 scheduled) In Progress
PSBN Acceptance Test Documentation In Progress

2.2 Tasks Planned for Next Period (9/19/16 thru 10/14/16)

The following depict the task activities that are planned for the next reporting period.

Activity Name Planned Status
LA-RICS Deliverables
Provide Access to Sites As needed
Construction, Power & Fiber Services for 10 SCE COW Sites In Process
Site Construction and Site Modification (Phase 2)
Permit Clear for Applicable LTE Sites In Progress
System Implementation (Phase 4)
LTE EPC Install, Configuration, Testing As Needed
COW Sites Install, Configuration, Commissioning / Test In Progress
Site acceptance testing punch list resolution In Progress
Submit Closeout documents & as-built drawings In Progress
PSBN Training (Wave 2) In Progress
PSBN Acceptance Test Documentation In Progress

2.3 Authority Look-Ahead Tasks (120-Day)

For the Authority planning purposes the following table provides a one hundred twenty (120) Day
look-ahead of the Authority-specific activities to conduct coordination, inspections, approvals,
consents, and or provide decisions necessary from the Authority to facilitate Contractor's progress.

Activity Name Start
LA-RICS Deliverables
Provide Access to Sites In Progress
Construction, Power & Fiber Services for 10 SCE COW Sites In Progress

Acceptance Test Plan

Revised ATP Review and Approvals In Progress
Site Design Activities
Site Construction and Site Modification (Phase 2)

Site Inspections & Permit Clear In Progress
System Implementation (Phase 4)

EPC & Network Management Installation Testing (Potential Reconfiguration) As needed

PSBN Site Equipment Inspections As needed

Cluster Tuning and Testing Review In Progress (TBD)

PSBN Training Attendance In Progress
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Activity Name
PSBN As-Built Documentation Review

Start
In Progress

3. Project Risk Register

For this monthly report, there are no items that are at risk.

4. Areas of Concern
This section describes any events and/or circumstances of which the Contractor is aware that has
delayed or may delay project activities and what corrective or remedial actions were taken or will be
taken to resolve the issue. Outstanding Issues Log (the “OIL Log”) entries are also tabulated and
monitored in this section. “QOil Log” items include, for example, sequencing, infrastructure, site access,
coordination issues, congestion of workers and equipment, time requirements for design,

procurement, and installation.

ID Event / Circumstance Remedial Action Taken or Required
MSI construction subcontractors have been very slow
24-01 Final Site Documentation in delivering final site documentation which may
impact delivery delay.
7-01 High Interference Levels on Multiple MSl is nearly complete with the correction of the high
Sites interference levels at specific sites.
ATP for IMTS has been ongoing for over a year. Same
system is in use by LMR project and was accepted.
28-01 Asset Mgt System Sign-Off The Authority and MSI are reviewing the testing
results together to determine items that have passed
and those that need resolution.
ATP review process has been ongoing since 9/1/2015.
Need technical teams to reach agreement so system
28-02 System ATP Reviews ATPs can be concluded. Technical teams have
reached an agreement on site ATPs, tests were
completed in August. Punch list resolution in process.
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5. Disputes and Claims

This section describes any disputes, potential claims, and claims made during the reporting period.

Dispute / Claim / Potential Claim

Status / Actions

Resolution Date

Testing Cancelation for Convenience

MSI delivered report with additional
details on Work complete prior to
suspension and termination.
Authority is completing its review of
the additional details provided.

TBD

6. Financial Status

The following table represents the invoice payments that have been completed to date. The revised
Contract Sum amount based on the Corrective Action Plan is being reviewed by the Authority and
Motorola. For this reporting period the Contract Sum is based on Amendment 18.

PSBN Invoice Payment Category

‘ Invoice Payment Totals

PSBN Contract Sum Full Payable Amount (Phases 1-4) S 100,248,645

Cumulative Invoice Payments from Last Report (S 73,843,054)

Total Invoice Payments This Period

Remaining Amount to be Paid

(S 202,398)

S 26,203,193

7. LA-RICS PSBN Project Schedule
This Monthly Report is being submitted with a copy of the schedule update corresponding to the

Data Date for the reporting period.
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See attached PSBN Summary Schedule (PDF file)
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-i-
INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority’s (LA-
RICS) Land Mobile Radio (LMR) and Long Term Evolution (LTE) projects are an
ambitious integration of communication systems that may well redefine how public
safety views interoperable communications, not only during emergency events but
day-to-day operations as well. While there has been much progress and many
successes, there have also been frustrations and delays in its progress. Many of
those delays can be attributed to external issues, such as: two prior failed
procurement processes causing a yearlong delay, long environmental review by
federal agencies resulting in a 2-year delay, union opposition to site installations
resulting in further delay, and de-construction of sites.

LA-RICS has faced funding issues as well. The return of $59 million over the past
nine years, the temporary suspension of the Broadband Technology Opportunities
Program (BTOP) grant resulting in a significant delay, and diminishing funds from
the Urban Area Strategic Initiative (UASI) also impeded progress. But, despite the
reasons, a question arises if better planning could have mitigated some of these
issues.

This Assessment deliverable will focus on Personnel Resources and Organizational
Structure, Finances and the Funding Plan, Relationships and Marketing, and
Business Strategies, and past Significant 90 Day Events.

While one of my primary tasks was to conduct this assessment, my responsibilities
also included performing the daily duties of the Interim Executive Director. While
that function alone proved to be a full time job, it offered me the opportunity to
assess the LA-RICS program from both fresh and first-hand perspectives. I also
believe this has helped me to adopt a more understanding view of the issues.

Many themes emerged during my discussions with stakeholders. There were no
contradictions in any of the views or perceptions expressed, resulting in a
remarkably consistent view of the issues. In every case, my personal observations
and investigation support those views. Not all issues or concerns will be discussed
in this report, which will focus on the substantive topics impacting progress or
stakeholder participation. However, all issues are being addressed operationally.

Some of the significant issues expressed by stakeholders include the following:
¢ The Funding Plan and costs to members/subscribers is confusing
e There has been a loss of credibility and trust
e There is alack of trust in LA-RICS leadership
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e Outreach efforts have been poor and ineffective

There have been no tangible deliverables

There has been little or no marketing, or understanding of the Systems
There has been little involvement with stakeholders

Environmental delays are a problem

e There is a poor relationship with ICI System

e LA-RICS is chasing grant funds

e LA-RICS lacks a vision

The information contained in this report reflects activities beginning March 7, 2016,
continuing to the date of the report and is derived from my interviews, observation
and participation. Those interviewed included representatives from public safety
agencies, independent and contract city officials, various county officials, state and
federal representatives, JPA Board members, and LA-RICS staff. While the
information presented herein is not all-inclusive, it reflects the substance of the
issues.

[ wish to thank the Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System
Authority for the opportunity to not only conduct this assessment but for its faith in
entrusting me with the interim leadership of LA-RICS. Although this assessment
report is submitted pursuant to the Board’s timeline, the process of assessment,
evaluation and improvement will continue as will my appreciation for the
outstanding work by staff, often performed under trying circumstances.
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1-
PERSONNEL RESOURCES AND
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Effective July 1, 2016, LA-RICS will be budgeted for thirty-one (31) full time staff
positions who are provided by contract agreement with the County of Los Angeles
(County). In addition, there are eleven (11) part-time, or “as needed” positions,
which are also provided by contract agreement with the County. Staff (both full
time and “as needed”) come from various County departments, including: District
Attorney, Treasurer & Tax Collector, Public Works, Sheriff, Fire, Probation, Internal
Services, County Counsel, and Auditor-Controller. In addition, the Authority’s Board
of Directors hires two (2) positions: one (1) full time for an Executive Director, and
one (1) part time for the LTE Project Manager, via personal consulting contracts. In
addition, staff for project management and project implementation work is
established by Jacobs Project Management Company (Jacobs) and Motorola
Systems, Inc. (MSI) under blanket contracts.

Funding for project staff is derived from various sources. For FY 16/17, funding is
provided through BTOP grant, UASI/SHSGP grants, County contributions, and
member agency funding (although no member agency billing has yet to occur).

Administrative Management

Administrative Management staff consists of fifteen (15) funded positions that
support the operations of LA-RICS, including fiscal activities, grant management,
contracts, outreach, site access and the JPA Board, to name a few. Currently, there
are five (5) vacancies in Administrative Management. [ have directed that a vacancy
in support of the Executive Director not be filled at this time as I have required
minimal administrative support; however vacancies in support of other activities
will be filled as necessary.

Operations and Deployment

Operations & Deployment staff consists of sixteen (16) Sheriff, Fire and technical
support staff. Eight (8) Sheriff’s Department personnel are assigned, consisting of
one (1) lieutenant, two (2) sergeants, four (4) deputies, and one (1) civilian support
item. During construction activities, significant effort is focused on subcontractor
access and security at construction sites. While this must continue, I have directed a
fundamental change in their priorities to that of deployment efforts. With the added
focus on the education of public safety and city officials, plus the onboarding and
deployment of agencies, an increase in workload is already apparent.
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A frequent concern cited by LA-RICS |

staff is the need for additional Fire STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
Department personnel. Up to this time, LA-RICS NEEDS GREATER

only one (1) Battalion Chief has been REPRESENTATION FROM THE FIRE
assigned to represent the Fire/EMS DEPARTMENT

disciplines, resulting in those

disciplines being underrepresented. The Battalion Chief is burdened with a
significant workload and responsibilities, impeding our ability to deploy resources
to the Fire/EMS disciplines, let alone improve upon our outreach efforts to them.
Fortunately, the FY 16/17 budget includes four (4) additional staff consisting of two
(2) Fire Captains and two (2) Firefighter Specialists to address this need.

Three (3) technical positions are assigned to Technical Management and are
responsible for quality control oversight of facility and system design engineering in
addition to System and Network Operations.

The Executive Director and LTE Project Manager are employed via personal
consulting services contract with the JPA. Both positions can be terminated anytime
with proper advance notice. Given my experience on the job over the past few
months, [ believe the Executive Director position is a full time, 40-hour a week job.

To date, I find employees have proven to be very productive and can attest to the
need for this staffing, particularly with projects of this scale. Existing budgeted staff
appears, including additional positions from the Fire Department, appears sufficient
for current and anticipated workloads for both the LTE Phase 2 and LMR projects.

An issue of potential concern is that, in past years, workload has periodically ebbed
and flowed due to such influences as availability of grant funding or environment
delays. The danger is that when activities are temporarily reduced, the threat exists
that contract employees may be reassigned to other projects or laid off due to lack of
work. The potential threat of losing skilled workers familiar with the program
becomes very real. In fact, we are now exposed to that potential as a result of the
delayed release of UASI 12 funds. Consequently, effective management of grant and
construction timelines becomes extremely important, yet remains challenging due
to external complications such as environmental issues, site access, and
bureaucratic grant funding processes.

Organizational Structure

Organizational structure is about definition and clarity. Employees must clearly
know who to report to and who is responsible. Upon my arrival, I found the existing
LA-RICS organizational chart had been more representative of a functional chart
that placed an excessive amount of detail-oriented work directly upon the Executive
Director, thereby compelling a technical focus. Furthermore, it reflected an
excessively large span of control while inadequately addressing accountability
throughout the organization. I found it difficult to determine who was responsible
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for what during the course of activity, particularly with the significant issues that
continually arise. Consequently, the need for clear and distinct organizational
accountability was clear.

To establish clearly defined accountability, the span of control was simplified into
three functionally distinct divisions: 1) Administrative Management, 2) Project
Management, and 3) Operations & Deployment Management. One individual is
designated as director for each division, with the exception of Operations, which has
two co-directors (one from the Sheriff's Department and one from the Fire
Department) for reasons I'll explain later. These Management Directors comprise
the executive management team and report directly to the Executive Director.

Each management division is divided into three functionally distinct units, each with
a designated unit manager. These unit managers report directly to their respective
division managers. All other staff is organizationally assigned according to their
related function. Each Management Director and unit manager is tasked with
mentoring an individual who can ably serve in their capacity during his/her absence
to ensure effective continuity of services. This organizational model establishes a
clearly defined chain of command and responsibility while permitting the Executive
Director to focus less on technical operations and more on forward planning.

The following organization chart now reflects the responsibilities assigned to the
management directors and the managers they are responsible for, and establishes
defined accountability. A detailed organizational description then follows.

Assessment of LA-RICS 6
AGENDA ITEM D - ENCLOSURE



d
m“m_w%hmwmo | lsdoy/Buiear| [sddv/Suiuess|— Suwdes | | |eddojoig juawaBeue|N | | A,095 pieog Suisnoyaiepn sjued
% 20N it e JAiddns /leanyny [ ] a8ueyn Juosien ydr | || /auswdinby || . m
Sunaaui8ug juswAhojdag juswAholdag Sunywuiad S UEINEES |V
ugisaq Wayshs| WA — YA — uBisaq waisAs|— VAIN | suuuely [ ssavoyaws | Li/sennpey ||| 3198png
Suusauidug juswAhojdsg uawdhojdag yaeanng
Aujioe - | 117 - 1 —| A8ojouyda] 44| Y031 | sieauiBuy | Anunwwoy | SPeJuUO) | — |easi4 -
juswAoldag
suopesado uawAo|daqg sweJlSoid uolINJIISUO)
lea1uydaL TETEREI B Easete s IO VE TR I B s BT VT i S Ie2sld
| —— S| EE— s | i 2 S |
U5 WSTEUEA
u”hwchhﬂn”umﬁh juswadeuey juawageuey
9 suonesado 13fold AlEJISIUILIPY
|
10323410
aANIaX3
Auoyiny SeaIWWOo)
Byl 01 |25Uno0) SBuipueis

s10303.1Q
Jo pieog

L1HVHD TVNOILVZINVOYO SOIY-V1

Assessment of LA-RICS

AGENDA ITEM D - ENCLOSURE



Board of Directors

e Standing Committees
o Finance Committee
o Technical Committee
o Operations Committee
o Legislative Committee
e Counsel to the Authority

Executive Director

The Executive Director is responsible for the overall direction, strategy and
management of the LA-RICS Project consistent with the vision of the JPA Board of
Directors. As previously noted, this is a full time, 40-hour a week position.
Administration Management Director

The Administrative Management Director is responsible for providing the financial
resources and support services to ensure the success of the LA-RICS Project. The

Administrative Director is collaterally responsible to serve as Legislative Liaison.

The Director is responsible for overseeing the following units, each under the
leadership of a Manager who reports directly to the Director.

e Fiscal Manager

o Budget
o Fiscal
o Grants

e (Contracts Manager
o Contracts
o Facilities/IT
o Equipment/Warehousing
e QOutreach Manager
o Community outreach
o Site Access Agreements
o JPA Liaison/Board Secretary

Project Management Director

The Project Management Director is responsible for the management and oversight
of the development and construction of the LA-RICS Program components (LTE and
LMR) pursuant to contract with the LA-RICS Authority.

The Director is responsible for overseeing the following units, each under the
leadership of a Manager who reports directly to the Director.
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e Site/Civil (Construction) Manager
o Engineers
o Planning/permitting
o Change management
e LTE/LMR Programs Manager
o RF technology
o System design
o Supply / staging
e Environmental Manager
o CEQA
o NEPA
o Cultural / biological resources

Operations and Deployment Management Directors

The Operations Management Directors represent the first and second responders
with the fundamental responsibility of ensuring those critical needs and interests
are effectively identified and addressed to ensure stakeholder satisfaction. While
there are similarities between law enforcement and fire operations, each discipline
has very significant operational differences. Consequently, two co-directors
(representing law enforcement and fire) are tasked to lead Operations &
Deployment (this also prevents having to place one discipline over the other, or to
acquire additional staff to Director).

The Directors are responsible for overseeing the following units, each under the
leadership of a Manager, who reports directly to the appropriate co-Director.

e Law Enforcement Deployment Manager
o LTE Deployment
o LMR Deployment
o Training/application research
e Fire/EMS Deployment Manager
o LTE Deployment
o LMR Deployment
o Training/application research/Systems-telecomm engineering
e Technical Operations Manager
o Facility engineering
o NOC and System operations
o System design engineering
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“SWOT” Analysis

Strengths:
¢ Funding for additional staff has been approved.
Weaknesses:
e The current lack of sufficient Fire/EMS representation is hindering
deployment efforts for those disciplines.
Opportunities:
e With increased staffing for Fire/EMS, our outreach effort and ability to
deploy is expected to become more effective.
Threats:
e Should workload temporarily diminish due to funding, environmental, or
other unforeseen influences, we may lose skill contract staff to other projects,
thereby losing experience and knowledge for LA-RICS.
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2
FINANCES AND FUNDING PLAN

LA-RICS is currently financed by federal grants with some match funds provided by
the County of Los Angeles. Although the Funding Plan contains a portion of member
contributions, there is significant confusion and concern regarding that Plan, which
will be discussed later in this section.

Grant funds have been a historical ——
concern and obstacle toward the STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
completion of LA-RICS, which has been LA-RICS IS CHASING GRANT FUNDS

forced to seek grant funding year after

year. As our grant allocation has been reduced each year, the anticipated project
completion date keeps getting pushed back forcing us to seek funds for additional
years. Consequently, the common perception is that LA-RICS is “chasing grants,” a
view not only held by stakeholders but within LA-RICS itself. The historical
reduction of grant funding has also led to the false notion that LA-RICS would
become unviable.

In addition, $59 million intended for the LMR project was “repurposed” from the
UASI and SHSGP grant funds, specifically during the 2007 and 2010 grant award
periods. This is necessitated by two failed procurement processes, including the
passage of HR 3630, and delays in environment assessment requirements.

Funding for the LTE project was obtained through a BTOP grant (NTIA). There is a
“cash match” and “in kind” contribution requirement that is met by the County of
Los Angeles as a contribution and advance. Grant funding for the LMR project is
primarily acquired from UASI (FEMA), with some grant funding by SHSGP (DHS).

LTE Finances

LA-RICS received its initial grant award from BTOP in 2010 totaling $154.6 million.
With “cash match” and “in kind” contributions included, total funding stands at
$193.5 million. $55.5 million ($37.5m grant + $18m cash match and in-kind) is
currently held back for the LTE Phase 2 plan, which is awaiting further review of the
Phase II Plan and final approval by NTIA. To date, a total of $117.5 million has been
spent, leaving a balance of $20.5 million.

BTOP GRANT FUNDING*

Total award + cash match $193.5m
Phase 2 hold back $55.5m
Spent to date $117.5m
Balance $20.5m

* Totals are approximate
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LMR Finances

The LMR project has been funded by two grant sources: UASI and SHSGP. UASI
grant funds were first awarded in 2006, while the first SHSGP award was in 2007.
To date, a total of $172 million has been awarded primary by UASI, with a smaller
portion by SHSGP. Of that total, LA-RICS has spent $70 million, and $59 million
repurposed, with a remaining balance of $43 million.

UASI & SHSGP GRANT FUNDING*

Total award $172m
Repurposed $ 59m
Spent to date $70m
Balance $43m

* Totals are approximate

UASI Grant Funding

LA-RICS received its initial grant funding from UASI in 2006. Since that time and up
to this year (UASI 2016), LA-RICS has been awarded $143 million, spent $55 million,
and forfeited $46 million, with a remaining balance of $42 million. All repurposed
funds had been awarded during UASI 6-10.

UASI ONLY GRANT FUNDING*

Total award $143m
Repurposed $ 46m
Spent to date $55m
Balance $42m

* Totals are approximate

For UASI 11-14 & UASI 16 (there was no UASI 15 grant award for LA-RICS), a total
of $60 million has been awarded. Of significant note, the UASI 11 award of $18.2
million was the first successful full expenditure of grant funds since the inception of
LA-RICS, only recently occurring in May of this year. This success played a
significant role during the May 2016 UASI Approval Authority meeting, which
unanimously voted to commit a total of $105 million for UASI 17, 18, & 19 (should
award levels remain at prior historical levels), representing the total requested
amount for the anticipated full and complete funding of the LMR project.

SHSGP Grant Funding

SHSGP grant funds were awarded beginning 2007 and continued through 2015,
totaling $29 million. Unfortunately, $13 million was repurposed from SHSGP 7, 8 &
9. Atotal of $15 million in SHSGP funds were successfully spent. A balance of $1
million remains.
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SHSGP ONLY GRANT FUNDING*

Total award $29m
Repurposed $ 13m
Spent to date $15m
Balance $1m

* Totals are approximate

Grant and Environmental Hurdles

Easily the greatest obstacles to timely performance are related to federal grant and
environmental processes. Whereas BTOP funding from NTIA is allocated in one
grant sum, UASI funding for the LMR project must be sought annually, which adds a
significant degree of complexity to project completion in addition to unknown
future funding levels.

In the case of the LTE project, LA-RICS was given a grant award of $154,640,000 in
2010 for the full completion of the LTE project. Funds are held in account and
released to LA-RICS as milestones are met. LA-RICS is not reliant upon seeking
funding on an annual basis, with its resulting uncertainty. Additionally, LA-RICS
interacts directly with the BTOP grant administrators in Washington D.C., providing
immediate communication. BTOP has proven to be responsive in its
communications channels and has shown willingness to provide partial funds to
keep efforts moving as they approve milestones.

In the case of the LMR project, grant funds are awarded annually from FEMA, to
CalOES, and then to the LA/LB UASI Authority, which determines how funds are to
be allocated to sub-recipients (i.e. LA-RICS). Each year, sub-recipients must return
to the UASI Authority to seek additional funding for the following grant period. As
LA-RICS is a sub-recipient, it is precluded from communicating directly with FEMA
or CalOES as the LA/LB UASI Authority (as administered by the L.A. Mayor’s Office)
is the technical grantor, yet has no authority regarding funding availability,
construction and environmental requirements, or the extension of deadlines. As a
result, LA-RICS is precluded from having direct contact with the approving
authority, being FEMA, and communication must go through the LA/LB UASI
Authority. Consequently, challenging layers of bureaucracy are inserted into an
already burdensome grant processes. While we appreciate the efforts of the L.A.
Mayor’s grant staff, they are busy acting as grant administrator for many other
grants and we can benefit from improved communications with FEMA..

Another issue relates to environmental processes and approvals. Most notably,
FEMA'’s approval of the “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI) and the
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) took over two years, significantly
impacting LA-RICS ability to maintain forward progress. The reasons appear to be
many, however the delays remain excessively long. This previously endangered our
ability to successfully spend grant funds that would have resulted in the loss of $11
million in grant funds. Only with the direct intervention by the Sheriff, Fire Chief,
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and County CEO in Washington D.C., at my request, was that scenario averted.
Unfortunately, other issues remain.

Unfortunately, we again previously experienced a delay regarding construction
waivers from FEMA, and are now experiencing a delay in receipt of the UASI 12
grant extension, which is preventing us from moving forward with construction
efforts. Because of the “backlog” of grants requesting extensions, we are awaiting an
extension on our UASI 12 grant award, which expired July 31 of this year. However,
we have been advised that the extension most likely won’t come until mid-late
September 2016, thus further delaying our construction. So, despite the successful
effort to have the FONSI approved by FEMA, the next step in their process may
result in further delays.

In regards to the annual allocation of grant funds by UAS], it has been the practice
not to release funds from any grant year until the previous grant year’s allocation
has been fully spent. As along term project, LA-RICS is significantly impacted by
this approach resulting in the need to continually seek extensions of the grant
performance period while previous grant periods are being resolved, leading to a
“stacking” of grant periods. During a recent discussion with FEMA executives, it was
discovered that this is a policy of the LA/LB UASI Authority, not FEMA.

The following is a chart that depicts current grant awards “in the queue.”

UASI Grant Year Grant Award Deadline Status

UASI 11 $18,227,388 7/31/16 Closed - full expenditure
UASI 12 $18,263,579 7/31/16 Awaiting release of funds
UASI 13 $13,744,067 7/31/16 Extension pending

UASI 14 $4,997,544 7/31/16 Extension pending

UASI 16 $5,240,456  3/31/19

A reason why LA-RICS is “behind the curve” in grant year funding can be largely
attributed to the delays experienced in past years, delays related to faulty Request
for Proposals, environmental delays, the loss of fire station sites, and the like. The
curve simply got worse as the UASI Authority began reducing the annual award
amounts due to the inability to spend the grant funds.
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mendations:

e Pursue efforts with FEMA to ensure the timely review of
environmental documents to avoid unnecessary delays.

e Seek the UASI Approval Authority’s exemption to its annual spending
requirement and authorize release of funds approved for subsequent
years to prevent unnecessary delays. (Update: following a meeting
with LA/LB UASI Approval Authority grant staff, this issue has been
resolved)

Future LMR Grant Funding

In May, the LA/LB UASI Approval Authority unanimously approved LA-RICS’
request for $105 million to fully fund the completion of the LMR project. While
there are contingencies to that funding based on prior historical awards being the
same, this is the culmination of a ten-year objective.

APPROVED UASI FUTURE FUNDING

UASI 17 $35m
UASI 18 $35m
UASI 19 $35m
Total Future Funding $105m

* Totals are approximate

It must be noted that the greatest challenges facing LA-RICS in the future will be the
ability to spend the allotted grant funds within the designated timeframes. These
challenges are due to the delays caused by the slow bureaucratic grant spending
approval processes at local, state and federal levels. Also, the ability of MSI to
promptly gear up for design, engineering and construction has been a continual
challenge. LA-RICS staff is communicating with all entities, while managing the
anticipated environmental and site access issues, to implement practices that may
serve to reduce these delays.

Funding Plan and Cost Allocation

The Funding Plan and, most importantly, I
cost allocation is the single most cited STAKEHOLDERS SAY:

complaint by stakeholders and serves as THE FUNDING PLAN AND AGENCY
the fundamental stated reason for COSTS ARE TOO CONFUSING
membership flight.

The current Funding Plan must be revised. The assumptions it was based on have
changed. Due to continued design changes, costs and funding changes, and
membership changes, the Funding Plan has lost its relevance. Moreover, the
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confusion surrounding the cost allocation for cities is the single most noted
frustration among stakeholders, member and non-member alike. In fact, the
Funding Plan and cost allocation models have become disincentives for agencies to
participate and are the stated reason for the rash of “opt outs.”

While the County has indeed contributed substantial material and financial
resources to LA-RICS, it should balance short-term benefits and long-term benefits.
Interestingly enough, stakeholders endorse the idea of a "subscriber” based formula
for LA-RICS, although we certainly want to provide benefits to those agencies that
have remained steadfast in their support as member agencies.

The County, as the primary user as well as carrying the financial burden, should
consider cost recovery based on long-term, not short-term, benefits. The short-term
benefit to the current funding plan is that some revenue (albeit miniscule) is being
received immediately. But you don’t encourage agencies to join by requiring
payments prior to their ability to benefit from its use. If agencies don’t participate,
the County will be responsible for these costs anyway. For long-term benefit, we
must encourage incentives for agencies to participate. Incentives might include:

1. Rolling back member allocation to the original countywide formula.

2. Keeping those rates fixed despite the number of participating agencies.

3. The County assumes all costs while participating agencies offset County costs
through membership or subscriber fees.

4. Forgiveness of the “friendly” contribution that was made by the County to
prevent further opt-outs as it would be a County obligation absent
participating agencies anyway.

Since this is essentially a County sponsored system that is available to any and all
agencies, the cost allocation model should consider fixing the allocation for every
city in the county and, should they become a member, that city would be able to
readily identify what their cost allocation would be. Alternately, we can develop a
subscriber pricing model based on standard “per device” pricing.

I

Recommendations:
e The Funding Plan needs to be revised.
e A clear cost allocation formula needs to be developed.

“Opt Outs”

As cities have “opted out”, the proportional share to the remaining members began
to rise, increasing the likelihood that it would compel remaining cities to opt-out
thereby threatening to create a vicious cycle. Although the County agreed to freeze
contribution rates as of October 6, 2015, those rates still reflected the increase from
the original “opt-out” period.
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It has become necessary to reevaluate the “opt-in” or “opt-out” requirement for
membership. As previously mentioned, the most cited cause of concern among
agencies is that of cost allocation, an issue that has understandably led members to
“opt out.”

The purpose of the “opt out” was to provide agencies the ability to reduce their risk
exposure should changes in the Funding Plan’s cost allocation occur. Those changes
did occur, prompting numerous opt-outs. However, cities that contract with the
County for public safety services also opted-out en masse, even though they knew
they would be receiving the services of LA-RICS through their contract public safety
partners. Their simple reason is the confusion surrounding the unknown costs to
their individual cities in addition to disagreement with the Funding Plan. While
merely a statement of political frustration, the result was the appearance of mass
defections from LA-RICS. In short, it was a “PR” debacle. There is, however, a
distinct need for contract cities/agencies to have a voice in the process. As one
contract city manager stated regarding the cost to his city: “It is what it is, but we
just want to know what it is.”

Since agencies that contract for Sheriff and/or County Fire services will be attached
to LA-RICS simply through their contract relationship, the need to “opt in” or “opt
out” is entirely unnecessary, as is the “membership” or “subscriber” requirement.
As those agencies are automatically affiliated with LA-RICS through their
contractual relationship, they should be considered “Affiliates” of LA-RICS, although
consideration would be required in order for them to retain a “seat” on the Board as
they would not be titled “member.” As such, the JPA agreement may need to be
revisited to address the role of “Affiliates” in the JPA and on the Board, if this option
is considered.

Staff and I have been working with the Sheriff's Department’s Contract Law
Enforcement Bureau to determine the impact of LA-RICS on the contract cost model
and methods of recovering those costs from the County to support LA-RICS’
operations and maintenance.

I

Recommendations:
e Any new funding plan should preclude the “opt in” and “opt out”
requirement for contracting cities/agencies, as it is unnecessary.
e As membership or subscription will not be required of contract
cities/agencies, they should be considered “Affiliates.”
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Billing

One of the obligations of membership in LA-RICS has been the requirement to pay
membership fees beginning July 1, 2015. Due to the last round of opt-outs and the
County’s freezing of costs, that date was pushed back to July 1, 2016. Because of the
delays in actual deployment of LA-RICS, as well as the widespread confusion
regarding cost allocation, we must question the wisdom of billing member agencies
anytime prior to deployment. These agencies will be required to maintain and fund
their existing communications systems pending their switch to LA-RICS, essentially
causing them to pay for two systems, one of which is currently unavailable. It
certainly doesn’t seem appropriate to begin charging members for these services
when LA-RICS is currently unable to deploy the services in many areas, and agencies
must continue to pay to maintain and operate their existing system or subscribe to
the services of another system. This will only serve as a disincentive for agencies to
remain members, as evidenced by the recent spate of “opt outs.”
Recommendations:
e The initiation of billing for LA-RICS pursuant to the
Funding Plan should not commence until the funding plan
and cost allocation issue has been revised, is fully clarified
and agreed upon.
e Initiation of billing should be contingent upon actual
utilization of services by participating agencies.
e There is no need to separately bill contract cities/agencies
for Sheriff or Fire services as related costs should be
included within the contract rates and can be reimbursed

by the County to the LA-RICS’ operations and maintenance
fund.

“SWOT” Analysis

Strengths:
e With the commitment of the UASI approval Authority, full funding has been
acquired to complete the LMR program.
Weaknesses:
¢ Funding levels committed for the UASI 17/18/19 grant periods are
contingent upon the maintenance of existing federal funding levels but can be
adjusted accordingly. The funding level for UASI 17 will be remaining the
same, but levels will not be known beyond that for some time.
e Failure to achieve LMR program timelines or expenditures can threaten the
UASI Authority’s allocation of funding for UASI 17/18/19 as continued
funding levels is tied to performance.

Assessment of LA-RICS 18
AGENDA ITEM D - ENCLOSURE



Opportunities:

e There is significant opportunity to create incentives for agencies to
participate through a significant revision of the Funding Plan and
clarification of costs.

Threats:

e The County’s potential unwillingness to accept greater potential “risk”
regarding any revision to the Funding Plan.

e The City of Los Angeles (grant administrators’) requirement to spend
previous years grant funds prior to release of funds from subsequent years
significantly delays LA-RICS’ progress and momentum. (This has now been
resolved.)
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_3-
RELATIONSHIPS AND MARKETING

Relationships

For a variety of reasons, not the least of
which are the historical delays in the STAKEHOLDERS SAY:

project, LA-RICS has acquired a tarnished LA-RICS HAS LOST ITS CREDIBILITY
reputation. Frustration is widespread

among current and past member agencies as a result of a perceived inability to
produce a viable product. A significant lack of confidence in the program exists, in
addition to the lack of confidence in its executive leadership. LA-RICS has
apparently had such a technical focus that the establishment and maintenance of
relationships has been largely ignored. However, LA-RICS is a critical project for the
region and its reputation can be improved over time with the significant work it is
doing to deliver interoperability. An important step in doing this is restoring
relationships with the public safety community.

One of the issues responsible for our poor perception is a lack of accurate
knowledge regarding LA-RICS and the failure to express the value, benefits and
actual progress that has been made. In addition to its own internal missteps and
external obstacles, misinformation has persistently dogged LA-RICS. Such
misinformation, having gone unaddressed, can do as much damage as any truths.
On the other hand, had effective education efforts taken place, such misinformation
could have been generally negated. To quote a line from the 1967 movie Cool Hand
Luke, “What we have here is a failure to communicate.”

Communication has failed in other s s s s——

regards. Too many stakeholders STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
initially contacted them for COMMUNICATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS

preliminary work only to have no

further contact for a year. When contact was again made, it would be yet another
year before further contact. The failure to maintain contact with client cities has left
most feeling they have been forgotten causing many to look to the ICI System to fill
their voice interoperability needs. A common comment made by public safety
executives has been “it’s a proven system.”

There has been poor understanding of the progress achieved to date by LA-RICS. In
addition, there is inadequate understanding of the capabilities of, in particular, the
LTE system. However, as | have been frequently meeting with public safety and city
personnel, I have been explaining the progress now being made in addition to
demonstrating a small function of the system and have received favorable
responses.
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The “Operations” aspect of LA-RICS requires a shift in its role. Historically the role
of sworn staff has been to represent the system “user,” obviously a fundamental one.
That role should include the key responsibility of developing an ongoing and
supportive relationship with stakeholders. Sworn staff is now the point of contact
to agencies, responsible for frequently contacting and updating stakeholders
regarding our progress.

[ am taking every available opportunity to meet with various public safety and city
representatives to update them regarding the progress and changes at LA-RICS. [
specifically tell them that the visit is not a “sales pitch” and that I support ICI System
and its efforts. Chris Odenthal, Jacobs Project Manager is now accompanying me
and, together, we discuss the objectives of LA-RICS and how it fits into the “system
of systems” put forth by the UASI Approval Authority. We are also honest about the
challenges and obstacles faced by LA-RICS, but also the benefits it will provide and
its healthy future. We have been well received and believe it serves to improve
credibility.

Outreach and Marketing

There are two aspects to outreach: 1) outreach to the community, and 2) outreach
to public safety. Outreach has generally been viewed as the initial efforts to inform
the community as to our intent to build a communications site in their
neighborhood and to seek community support. As previously discussed, those
efforts relied on the participation of Katz. While sworn staff would often be present,
it appears the primary emphasis was more toward the “technical” effort than for the
public safety “need.” Outreach to the community has been reactive and not
compelling.

There is a difference in telling a homeowner “We’re going to build a big tower near
you and it’s for public safety” vs. “Public safety needs improved communications to
better protect your home but, to do so, we need to construct a tower near you.”
Outreach to the community requires a more convincing public safety approach.
Future efforts will entail greater involvement by LA-RICS’ public safety personnel.
They must be the primary face of community outreach, only supported by technical
staff. Outreach efforts need to be more proactive.

The other aspect to the discussion on .
outreach focuses on stakeholders. In STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
handwritten notes from February 2011 OUTREACH EFFORTS HAVE
historical files, it was noted: “Outreach and BEEN POOR AND INEFFECTIVE

information to the JPA members is critical and

is not occurring! Effective outreach to our members as well as the public to support
this project is important.” Unfortunately, five years later it remains the same. In
order to overcome the loss of confidence, our outreach efforts must focus on
educating the public safety community regarding our vision, the extensive
applications offered by our systems, and our progress.
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One of the more significant criticisms [ = s — — — — — ——————————
heard from stakeholders was the lackof  STAKEHOLDERS SAY:

“marketing” by LA-RICS. Indeed, by all THERE IS LITTLE OR NO MARKETING
accounts, marketing has been not only

inadequate but also nonexistent. What few efforts that have apparently been made
appear to have been by verbal description with visual PowerPoint aid, heavily
influenced by a technical perspective I would fear. While I have not been witness to
any previous efforts, I have seen no evidence of any convincing presentation.

During my first outing with staff to meet with a local police agency, I requested staff
be prepared to provide a simple demonstration of the LA-RICS system in order to
overcome the common perception that LA-RICS has nothing to show for its efforts.
That demonstration proved to be convincing and resulted in that city “opting” back
in.

While meeting with JPA Board members, they each stated they had never seen any
“product” from LA-RICS. That comment deeply disturbed me for several reasons: 1)
LA-RICS did, in fact, have a degree of operational capability, and 2) if our JPA Board
members were to effectively represent LA-RICS to other agencies, they must be
given with the knowledge to do so. A demonstration was conducted at a subsequent
Board meeting and proved to be both beneficial and encouraging. We have since
adopted a simple approach to presentations. “Don’t tell. Show!”

LA-RICS Operations staff is now actively pursuing opportunities to conduct
demonstrations of the system throughout the County. We are currently scheduling
these presentations for the Independent Police and Fire Chief Associations, various
local, state and federal governmental representatives, Sheriff and County Fire
executive command staff meetings, and regional conferences.

Changing the Face of LA-RICS

As LA-RICS has been in the development mode for such an extended time, it is
generally viewed as a technical project. LA-RICS staff has generally been the “face”
of LA-RICS. While crucial to the program’s success, technical and administrative
staffs are just one of the tools to achieve this public safety goal. This also becomes
somewhat apparent during outreach efforts in the community where there is the
danger of LA-RICS being viewed primarily as a technical project instead of a public
safety necessity. Any and all community outreach efforts or events must be
presented with primary emphasis on public safety’s need to better serve the
community. Technology is simply the tool to enhance the ability to serve our
communities.

Community outreach efforts require visible and vocal public safety representation.
The “need” must precede the “what” and public safety personnel can most
persuasively present that case. We must ensure the public understands why they
need LA-RICS. Consequently, the law enforcement and fire service representatives
are being given a greater role in serving as community representatives. In addition,
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for large public events, the LA-RICS Board of Directors (particularly sworn
members) will be enlisted to participate in leadership speaking roles. We must
emphasize the message of “why” instead of “what.”

Eliminating Reference to Marketing

LA-RICS will truly be a remarkable communications system with capabilities far
surpassing the traditional concept of interoperable voice communications.
However, as the “system of systems” concept has been adopted, LA-RICS must not
be viewed as trying to “steal business” from other systems.

[ am a strong proponent of options, particularly among cities trying to be good
stewards of public funds. There is no single system that will fully satisfy the needs
of all public safety organizations. That being said, it is important for public safety to
possess an accurate understanding of LA-RICS and its capabilities, beyond the
perceptions discussed in this document.

Although not necessarily accurate, the term “marketing” implies a sales pitch. But, it
is difficult to sell something that nobody has actually seen or touched (as I was often
reminded during my interviews), which is the case with LA-RICS. It will prove both
difficult and frustrating to “market” LA-RICS under these circumstances, particularly
if our intent is to avoid being viewed as trying to be competitive. However, as we
conduct demonstrations, agencies have become aware of the progress and services
that will be available through LA-RICS, thereby generating enthusiasm.
Consequently, we must eliminate use of the term “marketing” and begin using the
term “education.”

Electronic Communications

As part of our educational and outreach efforts, the LA-RICS online presence
requires attention. As previously mentioned, Katz is responsible for maintaining the
LA-RICS website, but greater attention is required. I believe the website requires
updating in addition to offering up-to-date information to help convey our renewed
energy and progress, provide timely “success” stories, and serve as an educational
platform that reveals an expanding vision. But the website is not Katz’
responsibility alone. LA-RICS staff must also be actively involved in providing
content as well. In addition, printed informational material is dated and does not
reflect LA-RICS’ current efforts and progress.

To resolve these issues, [ will be creating a “Communications Group,” tasked with
identifying and managing all forms of informational communication: website, social
media, printed stock material, newsletters, email blasts, etc. They will be tasked
with identifying and utilizing any and all opportunities to disseminate information
regarding LA-RICS and well as ensuring it remains topically up-to-date.
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. Recommendation:

e Monitor efforts to improve communications to stakeholders
through social media.

Product Demonstrations

In the past few months, [ have seen some of 1
the capabilities of this system and have been STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
very impressed. With the completion of LTE THERE IS ONLY A BASIC

Phase 1, we can demonstrate its function and IMPRESSION OF THE SYSTEM
performance in most areas (LTE Phase 2 will

augment the areas where additional coverage is needed). A pre-deployment of the
LMR system has proven successful, albeit currently limited in scope. Subsequently,
we are now able to conduct actual demonstrations of both systems. Simple
demonstrations of the ability to utilize LMR and LTE, coupled with various devices
to seamlessly communicate, have proven effective. Again, our approach will be
“Don’t tell. Show!”

The use of the LTE at this
year’s Rose Parade proved to
be both successful and
impressive. Last year’s
deployment at the West
Hollywood Halloween
Carnival had been equally
successful. Unfortunately, our
JPA Board members were
largely ignored and unable to
witness its operation. A
recent demonstration to the Board members proved valuable displaying a sample of
our capabilities. Similarly, a recent simple demonstration was partly responsible for
a police agency having opted “back in.” Demonstrations are proving to be effective
at educating stakeholders regarding LA-RICS’ unique capabilities. They are
becoming a major element of our educational outreach efforts.

Relationship with ICI System

Another frequent comment from stakeholders
was the frustration related to the ongoing
feud between LA-RICS and the ICI System, a STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
relationship that has been historically THERE IS A POOR RELATIONSHIP
competitive and contentious. Handwritten WITH ICI SYSTEM

historical notes dated April 6, 2007, suggested
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the need to “tone down” the rhetoric, adding that there is no need to compete for
interoperability, a concern that continues to be expressed.

Recent ICI System committee notes include misstatements about LA-RICS that place
LA-RICS in an unfavorable light. On the other hand, comments are attributed to LA-
RICS as having publicly stated “if you build it, they will come” or “if the T-band take
back occurs, the cities will have to come crawling back.” It is clear that there has
been historical positioning between LA-RICS and the ICI System that remains
unhealthy and unproductive to this day.

What stakeholders have noted is that many of them utilize the services of ICI System
and have been pleased with it. ICI System has been operational for many years and
is now part of the “system of systems” approach to regional interoperability. |
believe the ICI System provides essential interoperability for many agencies and, in
order to fully achieve public safety’s goal of complete interoperability, we must
change from an attitude of competition to one of cooperation.

A concerted effort is now being made to eliminate the long-standing “rivalry”
between LA-RICS and ICI System. ICI System has proven itself over many years to
be able to provide much needed services to it member agencies. Consequently, LA-
RICS is eager to partner with ICI System by connecting the systems via ISSI, or the
device necessary for connection. LA-RICS currently possesses an ISSI for this
connection. According to Ray Eady, Executive Director of ICI System, he has
included their ISSI in the UASI 16 grant fund request and expects to have it acquired
and ready by the latter part of 2017. In the meantime, Ray and [ will be regularly
meeting to discuss cooperative progress toward this goal which will provide mutual
benefit.

—

Recommendation:
e Monitor efforts to improve relationships with ICI System.

“SWOT” Analysis

Strengths:
e Demonstrations to stakeholders are proving effective (Don’t tell. Show!).
Weaknesses:
e Poor relationships and lack of follow-up communication with stakeholders.
e Poor website and social media presence.
e Poor relationship with ICI System.
Opportunities:
e Greater public safety focus for community outreach will improve education
and understanding.
e Greater JPA presence for LA-RICS outreach to public safety will enhance
trust.
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e Staff is identifying public media forums to provide greater educational
outreach (cable channel, website, newsletters, etc.).
e A high quality educational outreach video is in production.
Threats:
e Failing to improve stakeholder relationships will continue to erode their
confidence and support.

Assessment of LA-RICS 26
AGENDA ITEM D - ENCLOSURE



_4.-
BUSINESS STRATEGY

There are several significant areas where we are adopting, or must adopt, different
strategies to their approach. These largely reflect the areas of concern expressed by
the stakeholders and confirmed by my observations. While I will not address the
minor areas where such changes have been implemented, [ will discuss the essential
ones. Some business strategies that have been discussed in previous sections may
be repeated here.

“Education” vs. “Marketing”

The word “marketing” implies a competitive effort to sell a product. As previously
discussed regarding relationships with ICI System, it must be our intent to foster a
“cooperative” not “competitive” approach. Consequently, [ have directed staff to
replace the term “marketing” with that of “education.” If LA-RICS is to overcome
much of the negative perception it has acquired over the years, it must educate
stakeholders. That education will provide the knowledge and awareness necessary
if agencies are to understand and appreciate the services provided by LA-RICS,
whether they choose to utilize those services or not.

Education efforts will include conversations, presentations, and demonstrations
among public safety leaders, city officials, and any and all stakeholders, in addition
to the public at large. These efforts have become a significant part of our
“Operations” management public safety staff. And, as previously mentioned, JPA
Board members must play a greater role in representing LA-RICS to not only public
safety and city officials, but throughout the community as well.

Easily the most persuasive element we have utilized is the demonstration of the
integrated LMR and LTE systems. It not only reveals that LA-RICS does, in fact, have
something to show, but that show can be impressive. Demonstrations are being
scheduled throughout the County as part of our education campaign.

While our education efforts are part of our business strategy, the most significant
change will be in our Deployment Strategy.

Deployment Operations

NTIA has expressed concern regarding the apparent lack of system utilization of the
LTE system thus far, a concern that is partly responsible for their hesitancy to
release additional funds for LTE Phase 2. They have stated how important it is to
see agencies using the system, consequently system utilization has taken on new
urgency. This is the same issue that stakeholders have raised concerning the LMR
system, the perception being that LA-RICS has nothing to show for its efforts.
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Perhaps the single most significant effort we have T ————————

initiated is that of deployment. The primary STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
focus of Operations Management will now be the THERE HAVE BEEN NO
deployment of LMR and LTE functionality. TANGIBLE DELIVERABLES

Deployment includes not only “on-boarding” of

agencies but outreach, education and training. As stated before, demonstrations to
stakeholders are beginning. We believe this will serve as evidence of the progress
being made.

To reflect this new priority, the “Operations” section of LA-RICS has been renamed
“Operations and Deployment.” Public safety staff now accept this as their
fundamental responsibility, followed by outreach and training. While their pre-
existing duties remain, their new “top priority” is specifically intended to get “users
on board.”

Staff is prioritizing efforts to grow the utilization of both the LMR and LTE systems.
With the LTE system, the use of smart devices for Band 14 communications has
proven very attractive to agencies. We can anticipate even greater enthusiasm
when agencies begin using the LTE for data and video as part of their investigative
efforts.

Staff is developing strategies to determine appropriate agencies that can be on-
boarded. Criteria are determined largely by area of current coverage, project
construction timelines and progress, and our ability to equip, train and support
these agencies.

The eight LMR “pre-deployment” sites that were constructed last year were a wise
decision and currently permit viable LMR operations with reasonable coverage.
Specialized investigative units and agencies have begun using the LMR system.
While it still does not yet possess the coverage reliability for primary use, it offers
significant value for these specialized activities.

As part of this effort, staff has identified logistical issues that delay progress of LTE
deployment. Most notably, the installation of routers in vehicles has proven to be a
slow process. This is due to the need to “map” the wiring required and acquire the
resources necessary to install equipment in vast vehicle fleets. Due to the volume of
vehicles, the Sheriff’s and County Fire Department’s have found it necessary to hire
contractors to do the installations. Even so, it is proving to be an unacceptably slow
process. Both agencies are exploring methods to speed installations. Still, itis a
good learning process for identifying issues that user agencies may face.

D—

Recommendation:
e Monitor efforts to deploy resources to participating agencies.
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Applications Development

While the LTE system generated much interest during demonstrations, an added
point of interest is the potential for personalized applications. Consequently, staff
has been given an additional objective of researching “applications” that can be
included with the LTE system. Providing the LTE system with bundled applications
is proving attractive. We even intend to encourage participating agencies to develop
their own applications that would then be available in the LTE “app store” for other
agencies to download and utilize. One agency immediately suggested an application
for F.I’s. To have apps being suggested even before system deployment is certainly
encouraging.

Vision
The closest thing to a “vision” was the original “One system - One voice” that

adorned LA-RICS brochures. However, that became irrelevant with the adoption of
the “system of systems” concept.

Because of its long-bred technical focus, the I ——————————————————————
goal (by default) for LA-RICS is to “get it built.” STAKEHOLDERS SAY:
The mission has been to construct as many THERE IS NEED FOR A VISION

LTE and LMR towers as possible and to spend

awarded grant funds so we don’t lose them. Unfortunately, the real reason as to
“why” LA-RICS exists has been neglected. This highlights my observation that LA-
RICS currently lacks an articulable vision and staff has found it difficult to express
one because of the years of being “in the [technical] trenches.”

During one of my first executive staff meetings, I asked, “What is our vision?” There
was an uncomfortable silence before a couple of individuals offered their
suggestions. While good ones, nobody could articulate a common view. One of the
fundamental requirements of any successful program or effort is to simply possess a
common understanding of “why” we do what we’re doing. In order to gain the trust
and confidence of our stakeholders, they must understand our vision.

What is easily overlooked is the expanded scope of the LA-RICS projects. This will
provide public safety with capabilities far beyond other areas of the country. Our
vision is different now. It has expanded.

We have a great opportunity to reevaluate the LA-RICS vision. In this instance, we
shouldn’t look forward but, instead, look back at the changes that have taken place
within LA-RICS. While voice interoperability was the initial focus, the focus has
significantly expanded with the addition of the LTE project. No longer simply voice
interoperability, the addition of the LTE program has given LA-RICS the opportunity
to expand the traditional perception of “interoperable communication” by
integrating different technologies. As we pursue this effort, staff has become
increasingly excited about its potential applications and possibilities. The view of
our mission has expanded, as have our expectations.
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[ recently called a meeting with LA-RICS’ public safety representatives to begin
developing an appropriate vision statement that will reflect our current efforts and
the benefits of this unique system. Administrative and technical staff was
intentionally precluded from participating, as I believe the statement should fully
reflect public safety’s vision and not a technical perspective. Once a draft vision
statement has been developed, it will be presented to the Board for consideration. It
is my belief that this will serve to instill greater understanding regarding the
significance and benefit that LA-RICS will bring to the public safety community, not
only for the benefit of staff but to convey our meaningful purpose to the public
safety community at large.

——

Recommendation:
e Monitor LA-RICS efforts to develop a clearly stated vision
statement.

Sponsorship of LA-RICS

While it is too soon to fully understand the future staffing needs necessary to
support the LMR and LTE systems once construction has been completed, the
discussion should soon begin. Perhaps the most significant topic is regarding future
sponsorship of LA-RICS. As a multi-agency service provider, LA-RICS should always
provide a mechanism for participating agencies to voice their needs and concerns.
What isn'’t clear is if that should be in the form of a joint powers authority, an
advisory body, or something else.

What isn’t a secret is that Los Angeles County is the lead entity for LA-RICS. During
my interviews, many public safety representatives commented that LA-RICS is
widely viewed as a “County project” and questioned why it wasn’t under the
oversight of the Sheriff's Department, expressing support for that concept as well as
a subscriber model. While it attempts to have a “hands off” approach, the reality is
that the County holds the true financial risk for the program. Consequently there
should be consideration for the County to reassert greater ownership of LA-RICS.
The following options are merely examples of ownership options. None are
intended to be specific proposals, but merely conversation starters.

Option 1
One option would be for LA-RICS to remain an independent JPA with an “at will”

Executive Director, allowing the Board to recruit and select as it deems appropriate.
As this assessment has recommended, this will require a greater degree of Board
participation in serving as the “face” of LA-RICS. Despite recent gains in educating
our stakeholders, much work remains to be done.

Another variant of this option could be for the Board to contract with the Sheriff's
Department to provide a Commander item on contract to serve as Executive
Director. This would empower the Board with the ability to approve the selection
and “de-selection” of candidates while allowing the Sheriff a degree of flexibility in
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proposing suitable candidates. This can be achieved with no net cost to the
Authority.

Option 2
Another option would be to place LA-RICS under the direct responsibility of the

Sheriff’s Department, as this would be the most likely organization to operate and
maintain the system in the future. In this instance, the JPA could be either retained
with the Sheriff as the Board Chair, dissolved in favor of an advisory body to
represent participating agencies, or LA-RICS simply operated as part of the Sheriff’s
Department. [ would advise, at minimum, the retention of some form of
representation for participating agencies.

In this case, another consideration should be the “Executive Director” role. The
Executive Director could continue to be an “at will” contract employee or, perhaps,
the JPA (if retained) could contract with the Sheriff's Department for a Commander
level position to serve in the Executive Director role. In this case, the Sheriff could
appoint an individual with Board concurrence.

An advantage to this option is the greater degree of political influence, not just
locally but nationally, the Sheriff himself brings to the effort. A potential
disadvantage is the real or perceived loss of influence by participating agencies.

Lastly, consideration must be given to the impact that any potential action would
have on existing and continued grant funding. Could a fundamental change, or any
of its forms, pose a potential threat to the loss of grant funds?

Despite any discussion regarding its current or proposed form, there is also the
question of what to do with LA-RICS once construction has been completed. The
Southern California counties of Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego and
Imperial each have a countywide interoperable communications system operated
by their Sheriff's Department. This structure has proven successful throughout
Southern California and the Los Angeles region should prove no different. Staff
requirements should be reduced to provide maintenance and billing services. Any
need for capital improvements could be coordinated within the County, which has
experience with the construction of the Countywide Integrated Radio System
(CWIRS).

“SWOT” Analysis

Strengths:
e Agency interest in applications development.
e Qutreach educational demonstrations proving very successful.
e Agencies currently utilizing LMR and/or LTE devices have been very pleased.
Weaknesses:
e The installation of routers has been slow and is impeding our ability to
deploy LTE in a timely manner.
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e Previous “marketing” efforts have been poor or non-existent.
Opportunities:
e Federal interest and participation is growing, which may prove beneficial in
addressing grant-funding obstacles.

Threats:
e Failure to increase LTE system utilization may threaten future grant funded
support by NTIA.
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Final Words

[ must conclude with my most significant observations. During these last few
months, [ have come to truly appreciate the dedication and skill of the entire staff of
LA-RICS. They are, indeed, the most impressive collection of employees I have had
the pleasure to work with. They have endured some of the most trying
circumstances and yet continued to perform with distinction. LA-RICS LTE system
is one of only five such efforts nationwide and is also the largest. Combined with the
LMR system, they are a unique integration of communications systems that will
truly change the way public safety communicates in the future. We can fully expect
LA-RICS will prove to be a valuable tool in helping public safety personnel to not
only better communicate with each other, but better serve the public as well.

John Radeleff (DBA Radeleff Consulting, Inc.)
Interim Executive Director, LA-RICS
September 1, 2016
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_5-
90-DAY SIGNIFICANT EVENTS

Numerous significant events have been achieved during the past 90 days. While
many have been prompted by recent changes, they could only have been achieved
through the hard work and dedication of LA-RICS staff. Those events partly include:

e Meetings with 45 stakeholders to identify areas of concern

e Acquired FEMA approval of Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) following a two-year delay

¢ Final Environment Impact Report (EIR) issued and certified by the Board

e NTIA grant extension authorized through September 2016 with
Congressional Appropriation extension of BTOP funds through 2020

e Acquired $10 million augmentation (6 months) for the LA-RICS’ revolving
fund (gap funding)

e Successful spending of the entire UASI 11 grant award funds, totaling $18
million.

¢ SB 1008 moving through the State to extend CEQA exemption

Acquired written commitment from LA/LB UASI Approval Authority to fully

fund the requested $105 million for the completion of LA-RICS’ LMR

Initiating efforts to revise the Funding Plan and cost allocation

Reorganization of LA-RICS to improve accountability

Reorganization of Jacobs Engineering’s Project Management team.

Executive staff meetings refocused toward problem identification and solving

MSI Project Manager now included in executive staff meetings for improved

communication

Monthly meetings with Jacobs and MSI executives to discuss PM performance

Initiated educational demonstrations for stakeholders

City of Bell voted to “opt back in” as members of LA-RICS

Meetings with ICI System Executive Director to create a positive and

supportive relationship

e Beginning preparations to connect LA-RICS and ICI System for system
interoperability

e Developing a site deployment strategy to better plan for site construction
priorities

e Developing a Deployment Plan to on-board users for LTE and LMR systems
in a strategic and timely manner.

e Developing of a “Vision” statement for LA-RICS

e Construction Waiver approved by FEMA for UASI 12-16
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@.w LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE
PR COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM AUTHORITY
sa 2525 Corporate Place, Suite 100

a Monterey Park, California 91754
LA-RICS Telephone: (323) 881-8291
http//:-www.la-rics.org

JOHN RADELEFF
INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

October 6, 2016

To: ~ LA-RICS Authority Board of Directors

From: John Radeleff . Q‘%
Interim Executive Director

OUTREACH UPDATE

The purpose of this discussion item is to update your Board on the status of outreach
activities pertaining to the Public Safety Broadband Network (PSBN) and Land Mobile
Radio (LMR) project. The below meetings occurred since our last report to you:

; _Muhicipalit'y - Meeting Date

Agoura Hills City Council September 14, 2016
FirstNet Quality of Service, Priority and Preemption (QPP)

Meeting September 20, 2016
Demonstration to Southern California Association of

Governments (SCAG) FirstNet Subcommittee September 21, 2016

Interim Executive Director John Radeleff and representatives from the LA-RICS Team
continued their ongoing outreach by meeting with City Officials from Agoura Hills to
discuss shared issues and potential cooperation regarding the LMR and Long Term
Evolution (LTE) systems currently proposed at a location in the City of Agoura Hills.

The LA-RICS Team hosted the FirstNet Quality of Service, Priority and Preemption with

Los Angeles Area Police and Fire Agencies to allow their input on the development of
the conceptual framework for network policies and practices.
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The LA-RICS Team also hosted the SCAG FirstNet Subcommittee meeting where staff
provided a static display and demonstration to attendees. The event was attended by
representatives from Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties.

Lastly, ongoing meetings with the LA-RICS Communication Team to discuss
recommended changes to our current Outreach Plan are well underway. A plan to
develop a new strategy that is focused on establishing a more prominent social media
presence, revamping the website and updating all handouts and newsletter materials
are the main goal of the team.

WST:pl
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COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM AUTHORITY

.\\V“ 2525 Corporate Place, Suite 100
Monterey Park, California 91754

LA-RICS Telephone: (323) 881-8291

http://www.la-rics.org

@.'® LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE
o

JOHN RADELEFF
INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

October 6, 2016

LA-RICS Board of Directors
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority (the "Authority")

Dear Directors:

APPROVE AMENDMENT NO. 21 TO AGREEMENT NO. LA-RICS 007 FOR
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM -
LAND MOBILE RADIO SYSTEM

SUBJECT

Board approval is requested to execute Amendment No. 21 to Agreement No. LA-RICS
007 (Agreement) to revise the Agreement to reflect (a) the replacement of one (1) LMR
System Site Johnstone Peak (JPK) with site Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) by (1) removing
site JPK from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and
Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR
System Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the same; and (2)
including site JPK2 into the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site
Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and
Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the
same; (b) exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System
Design) only for the replacement site (JPK2); (c) the reconciliation of ten (10) LMR
System Sites to reflect the updated LMR System Design; (d) the removal of Project
Description Work and corresponding costs; and (e) an increase to the Maximum
Contract Sum by $746,592. Amendment No. 21 will be substantially similar in form to
Enclosure 1.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

It is recommended that your Board:

1. Make the following findings:
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a. Find that including the Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) site into the scope of

Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification),
Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System
Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the same, (1) is
within the scope of the impacts analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Los Angeles Regional Interoperability Communications
System Land Mobile Radio (LMR) System, which your Board certified as
compliant with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on
March 29, 2016, and (2) there are no changes to the project or to the
circumstances under which the project is undertaken that require further
review under CEQA.

Adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for
the JPK2 site included as Enclosure 2, determining that the significant
adverse effects of implementing the LMR System at the JPK2 site have either
been reduced to an acceptable level or that it is infeasible to do so, and
concluding that the benefits of implementing the LMR System at the JPK2 site
outweigh its significant and unavoidable impacts.

Find that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations since March 29, 2016, have made the LMR System project
infeasible at the Johnstone Peak (JPK) site, one of the 44 LMR System
project sites in the Final EIR approved by your Board on March 29, 2016.

Find that changes necessary to reflect the reconciliation of ten (10) LMR
System Sites to align with the updated LMR System Design are within the
scope of the impacts analyzed in the Final EIR for the LMR System your
Board certified on March 29, 2016, and there are no changes to the project or
to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken that require
further review under CEQA.

2. Approve Amendment No. 21 (Enclosure 1) to Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 for a

LMR System with Motorola Solutions, Inc. (Motorola), which revises the

Agreement as follows:

a. Make changes necessary to reflect the replacement of the Johnstone Peak

(JPK) site with the Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) site by (1) removing the JPK site
from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and
Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4
(LMR System Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the
same; and (2) include the JPK2 site into the scope of Phase 1
(System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3
(Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System
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Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the same. The
scope, cost, and all associated Work for Phases 1 through 4 for the JPK2
replacement site shall be equivalent to that of the JPK site, resulting in a cost
neutral replacement.

b. Authorize the Authority to exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work
pertaining to Phase 1 (System Design) for the Johnstone Peak 2 site, which is
described and analyzed in the Final EIR.

c. Make changes necessary to reflect the reconciliation of ten (10) LMR System
Sites to align with the updated LMR System Design for a cost increase in the
amount of $804,962.

d. Remove Project Description Work and corresponding costs from the scope of
Phase 1 (LMR System Design) Work for five (5) LMR System Sites as this
work is no longer required for a cost decrease in the amount of $58,370.

3. Authorize an increase to the Maximum Contract Sum by $746,592 ($804,962 -
$58,370), when taking the cost increases and decreases into consideration to
$285,950,390.

4. Allow for the issuance of one or more Notices to Proceed for the Work
contemplated in Amendment No. 21.

5. Delegate authority to the Interim Executive Director to execute Amendment No.
21, in substantially similar form, to the enclosed Amendment (Enclosure 1).

BACKGROUND

The Authority continues to work closely with Motorola on the LMR System redesign. As
this is an iterative process, the ongoing design work has resulted in the need to
reconcile certain Work, equipment, and corresponding costs for certain LMR System
Sites to reflect the updated design. This Amendment No. 21 reflects the most recent
set of sites that have been reconciled.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approval of the recommended actions will find the inclusion of the Johnstone Peak 2
site is within the scope of the impacts analyzed in the Final Environmental impact
Report (EIR) for the LA-RICS LMR System, adopt Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations and authorize the Interim Executive Director, on behalf of
the Authority, to (a) make changes necessary to reflect the replacement of the
Johnstone Peak (JPK) site with the Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) site by (1) removing the
JPK site from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and
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Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4
(LMR System Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the same; and
(2) including the JPK2 site into the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2
(Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components),
and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of
the same, with the equivalent scope and cost for all Phases as the JPK site;
(b) exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System Design)
for the JPK2 site; (c) reconcile ten (10) LMR System Sites to align with the updated
LMR System Design; (d) remove Project Description Work and corresponding costs
from the scope of Phase 1 (LMR System Design) Work for five (5) LMR System Sites as
this work is no longer required; and (e) all actions increasing the Maximum Contract
Sum by $746,592.

On March 29, 2016, your Board has certified the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the LA-RICS LMR System (State Clearinghouse Number 2014081025); adopted a
Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) as a condition of project approval; adopted Findings
of Fact (Findings) and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Project; and
authorized the Authority to proceed with design, construction, implementation,
operation, and maintenance of LMR infrastructure at 44 LMR sites.

The EIR analyzed several alternative sites that were not ultimately selected by the
Authority. Included among these alternative sites was Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2), which
was identified in the EIR as an alternate site to Johnstone Peak (JPK). The JPK and
JPK2 sites are adjacent locations within approximately 200 feet of each other in the
Johnstone Peak Communication Site as designated in the Angeles National Forest
Land Management Plan. The Authority selected the JPK site because it is closer to the
existing Los Angeles County communications facility and is located closer to a power
source than the JPK2 site. Further, selection of the JPK site would avoid the slightly
greater biological resource impacts associated with construction of the JPK2 site.
However, pursuant to the EIR and the previously adopted Findings, neither site is
environmentally superior to the other.

Since the March 29, 2016, project approval, site design has progressed. The LMR site
design team has identified that the JPK site has a steep grade and that installation on
this site would require substantial earth moving and construction of a retaining wall.
By contrast, the JPK2 site is flatter, and its use would require much less earthwork and
would eliminate the need for construction of a retaining wall as would be required at the
JPK site. Communications coverage provided by each of the sites would be
substantially similar. Although proposed activity at the JPK2 site has a potential for
slightly greater biological resource impacts than at JPK due to its closer proximity to
wetlands off site, best management practices to control erosion and sedimentation of
excavated soil from stormwater runoff as specified in the EIR would be implemented to
avoid impacts to wetlands. And, as summarized in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR and
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analyzed resource-by-resource in the final EIR, all other environmental impacts at both
of these sites would be similar, and neither site was identified as environmentally
superior to the other in the EIR.

Mitigation measures identified in the EIR to reduce impacts to less than significant are
the same for both sites and mitigation measures identified for the JPK site in the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan that was adopted by the Board on March 29, 2016, are
applicable to the JPK2 site.

With respect to the site reconciliation, as a result of the membership opt outs and
redesign efforts to date, it is necessary to reconcile the Work and equipment at five (5)
LMR System Sites to reflect the updated LMR System Design. Such reconciliations
include, but are not limited to, changes in the type of antenna support structure, shelter,
generator, battery, etc. Further, the redesign has necessitated changes in the
equipment counts and configuration (e.g. antennas, bay stations, equipment racks, and
other auxiliary communications equipment) at particular sites to align with the new
design. All updates to the LMR System Design are within the scope of the impacts
analyzed in the Final EIR certified on March 29, 2016, and there have been no changes
to the project or to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken for these
ten (10) LMR System Sites that would require additional review under CEQA due to
new significant effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects.

Further, it is necessary to remove Project Description Work from further consideration
from five (5) LMR System Sites as this work is no longer required as we have moved
into.

Therefore, the Authority is recommending approval of Amendment No. 21 to, among
other things, replace the JPK site with the JPK2 site for Phases 1 through 4. Changes
to cost are not anticipated for the one-for-one site replacement from JPK to JPK2 with
the equivalent scope for Phases 1 through 4 in the LMR contract. The Authority will
return to your Board with an amendment that contemplates the reconciliation of any
scope changes for Phases 2 through 4 as may be necessary to align with the LMR
System redesign.

FISCAL IMPACT/EINANCING

The activities contemplated in Amendment No. 21 will increase the Maximum Contract
Sum by $746,592 to $285,950,390, when taking the cost increases and decreases into
consideration, and shall be fully reimbursed by the Urban Areas Security Initiative
(UASI) grant.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

On March 29, 2016, the LA-RICS Authority Board certified the Final EIR for the LMR
System in compliance with CEQA, made findings with respect to the environmental
impacts of the project, and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) as a
condition of approval for the project. At that time, the Board approved forty-four (44)
LMR System Sites, including the JPK site. As discussed above, since the March 29,
2016, project approval, site design progressed, and staff now recommends replacing
the JPK site with JPK2 site for the reasons explained above. Although the JPK2 site
was not one of the 44 sites selected for approval on March 29, 2016, it was specifically
analyzed in the Final EIR and there are no changes to the project at the JPK2 site or to
the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken at the JPK2 site that
require further review under CEQA. Thus, the Board's certification of the Final EIR on
March 29, 2016 covers approval of the JPK2 site. To fully comply with CEQA, however,
staff has prepared Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
the JPK2 site, included as Enclosure 2, demonstrating that the significant adverse
effects of implementing the LMR System at the JPK2 site have either been reduced to
an acceptable level or that it is infeasible to do so, and concluding that the benefits of
implementing the LMR system at the JPK2 site outweigh its significant and unavoidable
impacts. Additionally, the Mitigation Monitoring Plan that was adopted by the Board on
March 29, 2016, is applicable to the JPK2 site.

Upon your Board's approval of the recommended actions, a Notice of Determination for
the JPK2 site will be filed with the County Clerk pursuant to Section 21152(a) of the
California Public Resources Code and Section 15094 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

NEPA

Construction and implementation of the LMR System Sites would be funded through a
grant from the Department of Homeland Security's Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). FEMA is the federal lead agency for purposes of review under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and must conduct its review prior to
construction of any LMR facilities. The Authority is working with FEMA on applicable
site-specific NEPA documentation according to the process described in FEMA's
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) and requirements in the programmatic
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for all proposed LMR sites for FEMA approval.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENT

The Authority's counsel has reviewed the recommended action.
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CONCLUSION

Upon the Board's approval of the recommended actions, the Interim Executive Director,
or his designee, will have delegated authority to proceed in a manner described in the
recommended actions.

Respewl
% RADELEFF
INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

JR:JA

M:AMOTOROLA (LA-RICS 007)\2. Amendments\Amendment 21 (Draft\LMR Amendment 21 Board Letter_09-29-16.docx

Enclosures

¢ Counsel to the Authority
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AMENDMENT NUMBER TWENTY-ONE

TO AGREEMENT NO. LA-RICS 007
FOR
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM -
LAND MOBILE RADIO SYSTEM

Recitals

This Amendment Number Twenty-One (together with all exhibits, attachments,
and schedules hereto, "Amendment No. 21") is entered into by and between the
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority ("Authority") and
Motorola Solutions, Inc. ("Contractor"), effective as of October , 2016, based on the
following recitals:

Authority and Contractor have entered into that certain
Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 for Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications
System ("LA-RICS") — Land Mobile Radio System, dated as of August 15, 2013 (together
with all exhibits, attachments, and schedules thereto, all as amended prior to the date
hereof, the "Agreement").

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number One,
effective as of September 5, 2013, to exercise the Unilateral Option for all Work pertaining
to Phase 1 (System Design), without the Additive Alternates.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Two,
effective as of October 29, 2013, to exercise the Unilateral Option for all Work pertaining
to Project Descriptions in Phase 1 (System Design) for the Bounded Area Coverage
Additive Alternate.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Three,
effective as of December 19, 2013, to, among other things, exercise the Unilateral Option
for all Work pertaining to Contractor's provision and implementation of Specified
Equipment (as defined in Amendment No. 3) increasing the Maximum Contract Sum to
from $280,354,954 to $281,640,184.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Four,
effective as of December 19, 2013, to, among other things, provide and implement under
Phase 1 (System Design) certain additional equipment referred to as "Station B
Equipment" increasing the Maximum Contract Sum from $281,640,184 to $282,809,231.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Five,
effective as of March 27, 2014, to, among other things; include license coordination fees,
increasing the Maximum Contract Sum from $282,809,231 to $282,829,472.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Six,
effective as of April 17, 2014, to, among other things, upgrade to the Los Angeles Police
Department's Valley Dispatch Center's ("LAPDVDC") Uninterruptible Power Supply
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("UPS") to accommodate the installation and deployment of Core 2 at this facility,
increasing the Maximum Contract Sum from $282,829,472 to $282,897,618.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Seven,
effective as of May 8, 2014, to, among other things, purchase portable radios, radio
accessories, consolettes, and consoles; and to add a provision to address potential joint
obligations of Authority and Contractor under the Antennae Lease Agreement dated April
17, 2014, between the City of Los Angeles, the Authority, and Contractor; increasing the
Maximum Contract Sum from $282,897,618 to $288,074,669.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Eight,
effective as of August 28, 2014, to purchase additional portable radios and radio
accessories; increasing the Maximum Contract Sum from $288,074,669 to $291,745,675.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Nine,
effective November 19, 2014, to (a) make changes necessary to reflect the removal of
one (1) LMR System Site and all the Work and equipment associated with the removal of
this site; (b) make the necessary changes to reflect Phase 1 (System Design) Project
Description Work only for twenty-six (26) potential replacement sites; (c) exercise the
Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site
Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System
Implementation) for twenty-six (26) existing LMR System Sites; with no increase to the
Maximum Contract Sum.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment Number Ten,
effective February 17, 2015, to (a) make the necessary changes to reflect Phase 1
(System Design) Description Work for one (1) potential replacement site; (b) make
changes necessary to reflect the removal of four (4) LMR System Sites and all the Work
and equipment associated with these sites; (c) make changes necessary to reflect the
inclusion of four (4) LMR System Sites and all the Work and equipment associated with
these sites and exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System
Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System
Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation) for these four (4) LMR System
Sites; (d) exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 2 (Site
Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and
Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation) for eight (8) LMR System Sites currently
contemplated in the Design; (e) allow for two power load studies to be conducted; and (f)
make other certain changes as reflected in Amendment No. 10, increasing the Maximum
Contract Sum by $1,101,138, from $291,745,675 to $292,846,813.

The Agreement has been previously amended by Amendment No. Eleven,
effective April 28, 2015, to (a) make the necessary changes to reflect Phase 1 (System
Design) Description Work for two (2) potential replacement sites; (b) make changes
necessary to reflect an existing credit from Amendment No. 3 in the amount of $547,158
in Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components) for one (1) LMR System Site, (c) make
changes necessary to add project management costs that were inadvertently omitted in
Amendment No. 10 in the amount of $64,282 in Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation)
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for one (1) LMR System Site, and (d) make other certain changes as reflected in
Amendment No. 11, all of which reduced the Maximum Contract Sum by $459,529, from
$292,846,813 to $292,387,284.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Twelve,
effective August 27, 2015, to (a) make the necessary changes to reflect the shifting of
FCC Licensing Work and costs from Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components) to
Phase 1 (System Design) in the amount of $284,041; (b) make certain changes to reflect
the increase of FCC Licensing Work to contemplate the licensing of all UHF T-Band
frequencies as referenced in Attachment B, at each of the applicable subsystem sites in
order to achieve compliance with the performance criteria set forth in the Agreement, all
in the amount of $139,076; (c) make the necessary changes to reflect the inclusion of a
bridge warranty for the Specified Equipment (Core 1, Core 2, repeater sites, Site on
Wheels, and Station B Equipment) previously purchased under Amendment No. 3 and
Amendment No. 4, to bridge the gap in warranty for this equipment until such time as
Final LMR System Acceptance is achieved in the amount of $647,533; and (d) to
purchase portable radios, radio accessories, consolettes, and a control station for the Los
Angeles Sheriff's Department Aero Bureau for purposes of mutual aid in the amount of
$386,234; increasing the Maximum Contract Sum by $1,172,843 from $292,387,284 to
$293,560,127.

The Agreement has been previously amended to Amendment No. Thirteen
effective October 30, 2015 to make the necessary changes to reflect Phase 1
(System Design) Work to add lease exhibits to twenty-nine (29) LMR System Sites;
increasing the Maximum Contract Sum by $14,888 from $293,560,127 to $293,575,015.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Fourteen,
effective November 17, 2015, to reflect the Work to reprogram UHF frequencies in
accordance with Attachment A and purchase upgraded equipment for the County of Los
Angeles Sheriff's Department's (LASD) Station B, as well as the Authority's System on
Wheels to prepare for use at certain scheduled events in the amount of $64,256,
increasing the Maximum Contract Sum from $293,575,015 to $293,639,271.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Fifteen, effective
December 17, 2015, to reflect the inclusion of Phase 1 (System Design) Project
Description Work for eleven (11) potential replacement sites in the amount of $128,414,
increasing the Maximum Contract Sum from $293,639,271 to $293,767,685.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Sixteen,
effective December 23, 2015, to (a) reflect the removal of thirty-one (31) LMR System
Sites from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design) Work only for a cost reduction in the
amount of $1,132,374; (b) reflect the inclusion of seventeen (17) LMR System Sites into
the scope of Phase 1 (System Design) only which includes all Work associated with the
addition of these sites into Phase 1 (System Design) for a cost increase in the amount of
$635,537; (c) exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System
Design) for seventeen (17) LMR System Sites; (d) include Phase 1 (System Design)
Project Description Work only for one (1) potential replacement site (LACF134) for a cost
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increase in the amount of $11,674; (e) account for a comprehensive redesign of the LMR
System and all associated Work for a cost increase in the amount of $1,054,440; (f) reflect
the removal, relocation, and deployment of the LMR System Core 2 equipment from Los
Angeles Police Department Valley Dispatch Center (LAPDVDC) to Palmdale Sheriff
Station (PLM) and necessary Work associated with this relocation and for a cost increase
in the amount of $499,912; increasing the Maximum Contract Sum by $1,069,189
($635,537 + $11,674 + $1,054,440 + $499,912 - $1,132,374 when taking the above cost
increases and decreases into consideration) from $293,767,685 to $294,836,874.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Seventeen,
effective April 25, 2016, as follows:

(@)

(b)

()

(d)

(e)

Make changes necessary to reflect the removal of thirty-four (34) LMR
System Sites from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site
Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System
Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively, and
all associated Work of the same for a cost reduction in the amount of
$45,143,083.

Make the changes necessary to reflect the inclusion of nineteen (19) LMR
System Sites into the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site
Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System
Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively, and
all associated Work of the same for a cost increase in the amount of
$23,677,589.

Re-baselining of the project management overhead expenses, attributable in
the Agreement to each phase of the work that contemplates project
management fees, to more accurately reflect the current project scope, and
to establish a formula to more accurately price the net impact on project
management overhead expenses of any subsequent addition or removal of
sites. The re-baseline removes costs on a per site basis to a new per phase
deliverable as contemplated in Amendment No. 17 in the amount of
$8,207,108. This re-baselining does however result in a net cost reduction in
the amount of $572,826 which is contemplated in the re-baseline.

Reconcile equipment necessary for certain LMR System Sites as well as the
logging recorder as a result of redesign for a cost increase in the amount of
$3,171,159.

Exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System
Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply
LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation)
respectively, for those LMR System Sites contained in the LMR System
reflecting the reconciliation of sites contemplated in Amendment No. 17.
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(e) Decreasing the Maximum Contract Sum by $10,087,227 (-$45,143,083 + $
23,677,589 + $8,207,108 + $3,171,159) when taking the above cost
increases and decreases into consideration) from $294,836,874 to
$284,749,647.

(f) Make other certain changes as set forth in Amendment No. 17.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Eighteen,
effective May 4, 2016, to (a) reflect the inclusion of eight (8) LMR System Sites into the
scope of Phase 1 (System Design) Work only which includes all Work associated with the
addition of these sites into Phase 1 (System Design) for a cost increase in the amount of
$76,136; (b) exercise the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System
Design) for eight (8) LMR System Sites; (c) reflect the inclusion of Phase 1 (System
Design) Project Description Work for four (4) LMR System Sites for a cost increase in the
amount of $46,696; and (d) increasing the Maximum Contract Sum by $122,832 ($76,136
+ $46,696), when taking the cost increases into consideration from $284,749,647 to
$284,872,479.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Nineteen,
effective May 5, 2016, to make changes necessary to (a) reflect the removal of one (1)
LMR System Site from the scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction
and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR
System Implementation) for a cost reduction in the amount of $1,192,712, which includes
a reduction in the amount of $20,322 for project management costs for this site; (b)
reconcile equipment necessary for certain LMR System Sites as a result of redesign for
a cost increase in the amount of $1,197,256; increasing the Maximum Contract Sum by
$4,544 ($1,197,256 - $1,192,712), when taking the cost increases and decreases into
consideration, from $284,872,479 to $284,877,023; and (c) make other certain changes
as set forth in Amendment No. 19.

The Agreement has been previously amended in Amendment No. Twenty,
effective September 28, 2016, to make changes necessary to (a) reconcile nine (9) LMR
System Sites to reflect the updated LMR System Design for a cost increase in the amount
of $367,144, (b) include 3D Modeling Work for certain LMR System Sites for a cost
increase in the amount of $6,534; (c) remove Site Lease Exhibit Work for certain LMR
System Sites for a cost decrease in the amount of $14,884; (d) increasing the Maximum
Contract Sum by $358,794 ($367,144 + $6,534 - $14,884) from $284,877,023 to
$285,235,817 when taking the cost increases and decreases into consideration and (e)
make other certain changes as set forth in Amendment No. 20.

The Authority and Contractor desire to further amend the Agreement to make
changes necessary to reflect (a) the replacement of one (1) LMR System Site Johnstone
Peak (JPK) with site Johnstone Peak 2 (JPK2) by (1) removing site JPK from the scope
of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3
(Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation),
respectively, and all associated Work of the same; and (2) include the JPK2 site into the
scope of Phase 1 (System Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification),

Amendment No. 21 to
Page 5 Agreement No. LA-RICS 007

AGENDA ITEM F - ENCLOSURE 1



Phase 3 (Supply LMR System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System
Implementation), respectively, and all associated Work of the same, with the equivalent
scope and cost for all Phases as JPK resulting in a cost neutral replacement; (b) exercise
the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System Design) only for the
replacement site Johnstone Peak 2; (c) reconcile ten (10) LMR System Sites to reflect
the updated LMR System Design for a cost increase in the amount of $804,962; (d)
remove five (5) Project Descriptions from the scope of Phase 1 Work for a cost decrease
in the amount of $58,370; (e) increasing the Maximum Contract Sum by $746,592
($804,962 - $58,370) to $285,950,390, when taking the cost increases and decreases
into consideration; and (f) make other certain changes as set forth in this Amendment No.
21.

This Amendment No. 21 is authorized under Section 2 (Changes to Agreement) of
the Agreement.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing recitals, all of which are
incorporated as part of this Amendment No. 21, and for other valuable consideration, the
receipt and sufficiency of which are acknowledged, Authority and Contractor hereby
agree as follows:

1. Capitalized Terms; Section References. Capitalized terms used herein without
definition (including in the recitals hereto), have the meanings given to such terms
in the Base Document. Unless otherwise noted, section references in this
Amendment No. 21 refer to sections of the Base Document, as amended by this
Amendment No. 21.

2. Removal of One (1) LMR System Site. The parties agree and acknowledge that
the one (1) LMR System Site, listed below, will no longer be considered for
inclusion in the LMR System and will be removed from Phase 1 (System Design),
Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR System
Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively, no
further Work will occur at this site and this site is removed from the relevant
portions of Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments).

REMOVAL OF LMR SYSTEM SITE —= AMENDMENT NO. 21

Iltem No. Site ID Site Description
2.1 JPK Johnstone Peak
3. Inclusion of One (1) LMR System Site into the LMR System. The parties agree and

acknowledge that the following one (1) LMR System Site will serve as a
replacement site for JPK and be considered for inclusion into Phase 1 (System
Design), Phase 2 (Site Construction and Site Modification), Phase 3 (Supply LMR
System Components), and Phase 4 (LMR System Implementation), respectively,
and Work will occur at this LMR System Site as required in the Agreement, and
that this site is added to the relevant portions of Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments).

Amendment No. 21 to
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INCLUSION OF LMR SYSTEM SITE — AMENDMENT NO. 21
Iltem No. Site ID Site Description

3.1 JPK2 Johnstone Peak - 2

Exercise of Unilateral Option. As provided in Section 4.1.2.2(c) of the Base
Document, Authority has determined in its sole and unilateral discretion to exercise
the Unilateral Options for all Work pertaining to Phase 1 (System Design),
respectively, for one (1) LMR System Site (JPK2) as reflected in this Amendment
No. 21 and Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments). Subject to Section 4.1.2.3 (Notices
to Proceed) of the Base Document, the Contractor agrees that it shall, on a timely
basis and in accordance with the Agreement, fully perform, provide, complete, and
deliver all Work encompassed in such Unilateral Options for Phase 1 (System
Design) for the one (1) LMR System Site (JPK2) contemplated as part of the LMR
System when taking this Amendment No. 21 into consideration, in exchange for
the amounts set forth in Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) for such Work.

LMR System Site Reconciliation. The parties agree and acknowledge to reconcile
ten (10) LMR System Sites and all corresponding Work and Components to reflect
the updated LMR System Design for these sites. The costs associated with these
ten (10) LMR System Sites are included in the relevant portions of Exhibit C
(Schedule of Payments). Additionally, pursuant to Section 8.6 of this Amendment
No. 21, the detailed costs associated with this reconciliation are contained in
Exhibit C.13.1 (LMR System Detailed Cost Summary).

RECONCILIATION OF LMR SYSTEM SITES — AMENDMENT NO. 21

Item No. Site ID Site Description

5.1 CPK Castro Peak

5.2 GRM Green Mountain

5.3 LACF072 FS 72

5.4 LDWP243 DWP Sylmar Water Ladder

5.5 MLM Mira Loma Facility

5.6 OAT Oat Mountain OAT

5.7 SDW San Dimas

5.8 SGH Signal Hill

5.9 TOP Topanga Peak

5.10 TPK Tejon Peak

Removal of Project Descriptions for Five (5) LMR System Sites. The parties agree
and acknowledge that all project description Work for five (5) LMR System Sites
are removed from further consideration from Phase 1 (System Design) as set forth
in this Section 6.

REMOVAL OF PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS — AMENDMENT NO. 21

Item No. Site ID Site Description
6.1 BAH Baldwin Hills —LA-RICS
6.2 LASDTEM Los Angeles County Sheriff Temple Station

Amendment No. 21 to
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7.

REMOVAL OF PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS — AMENDMENT NO. 21

Item No. Site ID Site Description
6.3 LACF134 LACF134
6.4 SMMC Santa Monica/UCLA Medical Center
6.5 UCLA UCLA (Factor Building)

Amendments to the Base Document.

7.1

7.2

Section 8.1.1 of the Base Document is deleted in its entirety and replaced
with the following:

8.1.1. The "Maximum Contract Sum" under this Agreement is Two
Hundred Eighty-Five Million, Nine Hundred Fifty Thousand, Three
Hundred Ninety Dollars ($285,950,390), which includes the
Contract Sum and all Unilateral Option Sums, as set forth in Exhibit
C (Schedule of Payments).

Section 24.4.1 of the Base Document is deleted in its entirety and replaced
with the following:

24.4.1 Except for liability resulting from personal injury, harm to tangible
property, or wrongful death, Contractor's total liability to the
Authority, whether for breach of contract, warranty, negligence, or
strict liability in tort, will be limited in the aggregate to direct
damages no greater than Two Hundred Seventy-Four Million,
Sixty-Three  Thousand, Eight Hundred Sixteen Dollars
($274,063,816). Notwithstanding the foregoing, Contractor shall
not be liable to the Authority for any special, incidental, indirect, or
consequential damages.

Amendments to Agreement Exhibits.

8.1

8.2

8.3

Exhibit C.1 (LMR System Payment Summary) to Exhibit C (Schedule of
Payments) is deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit C.1 (LMR
System Payment Summary) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) attached
to this Amendment No. 21, which is incorporated by this reference.

Exhibit C.2 (Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments)
is deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit C.2 (Phase 1 — System
Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) attached to this Amendment
No. 21, which is incorporated by this reference.

Exhibit C.3 (Phase 2 — Site Construction and Site Modification) to Exhibit C
(Schedule of Payments) is deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit
C.3 (Phase 2 — Site Construction and Site Modification) to Exhibit C
(Schedule of Payments) attached to this Amendment No. 21, which is
incorporated by this reference.

Amendment No. 21 to
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8.4  Exhibit C.4 (Phase 3 — Supply LMR System Components) to Exhibit C
(Schedule of Payments) is deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit
C.4 (Phase 3 — Supply LMR System Components) to Exhibit C (Schedule
of Payments) attached to this Amendment No. 21, which is incorporated by
this reference.

8.5  Exhibit C.5 (Phase 4 — LMR System Implementation) to Exhibit C (Schedule
of Payments) is deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit C.5 (Phase
4 — LMR System Implementation) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments)
attached to this Amendment No. 21, which is incorporated by this reference.

8.6  Exhibit C.13.1 (LMR System Detailed Cost Summary), dated August 2016,
is deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit C.13.1 (LMR System
Detailed Cost Summary), dated September 2016, and shall be added to
Exhibit C.13 (Contractor's Response to Appendix H (Pricing Requirements)
to RFP No. LA-RICS 007) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), which is
incorporated herein by this reference.

9. This Amendment No. 21 shall become effective as of the date identified in the recitals,

10.

11.

12.

which is the date upon which:

9.1 An authorized agent of Contractor has executed this Amendment No. 21;

9.2 Los Angeles County Counsel has approved this Amendment No. 21 as to
form;

9.3 The Board of Directors of the Authority has authorized the Executive
Director of the Authority, if required, to execute this Amendment No. 21; and

9.4  The Executive Director of the Authority has executed this Amendment No.
21.

Except as expressly provided in this Amendment No. 21, all other terms and
conditions of the Agreement shall remain the same and in full force and effect.

Contractor and the person executing this Amendment No. 21 on behalf of
Contractor represent and warrant that the person executing this Amendment No.
21 for Contractor is an authorized agent who has actual authority to bind
Contractor to each and every term and condition of this Amendment No. 21, and
that all requirements of Contractor to provide such actual authority have been
fulfilled.

This Amendment No. 21 may be executed in one or more original or facsimile
counterparts, all of which when taken together shall constitute one in the same
instrument.

Amendment No. 21 to
Page 9 Agreement No. LA-RICS 007

AGENDA ITEM F - ENCLOSURE 1



AMENDMENT NUMBER TWENTY-ONE

TO AGREEMENT NO. LA-RICS 007
FOR
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM -
LAND MOBILE RADIO SYSTEM

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Amendment No. 21
to be executed on their behalf by their duly authorized representatives, effective as of the
date first set forth above.

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL MOTOROLA SOLUTIONS, INC.
INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS
SYSTEM AUTHORITY

By: By:

John Radeleff Jim Hardimon
Interim Executive Director Motorola Project Director

APPROVED AS TO FORM FOR THE
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL
INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS
SYSTEM AUTHORITY:

MARY C. WICKHAM
County Counsel

By:

Truc L. Moore
Principal County Counsel

Amendment No. 21 to
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EXHIBIT C.1 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

EXHIBIT C.1

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

LMR SYSTEM PAYMENT SUMMARY

Payment
: Usused Contract Sum 10% ay
Unilateral : Minus 10%
Summary ) Credits |- Full Payable| Holdback
Option Sum (Note 2) Holdback
Amount Amount
Amount

Phase 1MV $ - |3 9,517 |$ 43,452,398 |$ 3,123,023 |$ 40,329,375
Phase 2 $ - 13 337,720 | $ 37,671,029 | $ 3,657,713 | $ 34,013,316
Phase 3 $ -1 $ 212,620 | $ 46,247,035 | $ 3,445,758 | $ 42,801,277
Phase 4 $ - 1$ - |$ 27,770,638 | $ 2,713,692 | $ 25,056,946
SUBTOTAL (Phases 1 to 4): $ - 1% 256,333 | $ 155,141,100 | $ 12,940,186 |$ 142,200,914
Phase 5 (15 Years) $ 55,898,518 |$ - 1% - | - |$ 55,898,518
TOTAL (Phases 1 to 5): $ 55898518 | $ 256,333 | $ 155,141,100 | $ 12,940,186 |$ 198,099,432
Bounded Area Coverage Additive Alternate ™ | $ 19,109,375 | $ - 1% - |$ 1,910,937 |$ 17,198,437
Mandatory Building Coverage Additive Alternate |$ 29,828,448 | $ - |9 - |$ 2982845 |$ 26,845,603
Metrorail Coverage Additive Alternate $ 4,792,260 | $ - 1% - 1% 479,226 |$ 4,313,034
LMR System Maintenance for Additive Alternates |$ 19,620,355 | $ - |9 - |$ 1,962,036 | $ 17,658,320
Source Code Software Escrow $ 1,304,000 | $ - |9 - 1% 130,400 | $ 1,173,600
SUBTOTAL $ 130,552,956 | $ 256,333 | $ 155,141,100 | $ 20,405,629 |$ 265,288,426
TOTAL CONTRACT SUM: $155,141,100
MAXIMUM CONTRACT SUM (Total
Unilateral Option Sum plus Total Contract $285,950,390
Sum):
Note 1: The cost for the Project Descriptions for the Bounded Area Coverage only are reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Phase 1 - System Design) as amended and restated in Amendment No. 2., and
included ($173, 110) in Phase 1 Contract Sum - Full Payable Amount. The balance of the remaining Unilateral Option Sum for Bounded Area Coverage Additive Alternate Work is reflected
in Exhibit C.7 (Bounded Area Coverage Additive Alternate).
Note 2: Credits for Phases 1 through 4 were realized for the removal of 1 LMR System Site in the amount of $646,001. However, the cost for preparing Project Descriptions for 26 potential
replacement sites in the amount of $303,524 was taken from the Credits. The remaining Credit balance of $342,477 is reserved for use for a future replacement site.
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EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Contract Sum -

Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option Sum ((:Nro?:illlt)s for Phase 1 Holdback Payable Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document) 10,1213.14)

All Project Management Staffing Plan Delivered - - Included $ - |9 -

Al2 Overview and Scope Delivered - - Included $ - |$ -

Al3 Communications Plan Delivered - -1 $ 67,233| $ 6,723 | $ 60,510

Al4 Initial Integrated Master Schedule Delivered - -1 $ 89,644 | % 8,964 | $ 80,680

A.l5 Documentation Plan Delivered - - Included $ - |9 -

A.l1.6 Quality Control Plan Delivered - -l $ 67,233| $ 6,723 | $ 60,510

Al7 Change Order/Change Management Plan Delivered - - Included $ - |9 -

A.l18 Initial Risk Management Plan Delivered - -1 $ 89,644 | % 8,964 | $ 80,680

Al Project Management Plan - Final - -1 $ 112,055| $ 11,206 | $ 100,850

B.1.6 FCC License and Application Forms - - Included $ - |$ -

B.1.12 Coverage Modeling Tool and Training - - Included $ - |9 -

B.1.14.1 Detailed Project Description - 50% of sites - -l $ 1,368,583 | $ 136,858 | $ 1,231,725

B.1.14.1 Detailed Project Description - Final 50% of Sites - -1 $ 1,368,583 | $ 136,858 | $ 1,231,725

B.1.14.2 RF Emission Safety Report Delivered - - Included $ - |$ -

B.1.14.3.3.29.1 DTVRS Design — Digital Trunked Voice Radio Subsystem: - -1 $ - - -

B.1.14.3.3.29.1 80% DTVRS Design — Digital Trunked Voice Radio Subsystem - -1$ 1,965,745 $ 1,965,745

B.1.14.3.3.29.1 20% DTVRS Design — Digital Trunked Voice Radio Subsystem - -l $ 491,436| % 245,718 | $ 245,718

B.1.14.3.3.29.2 ACVRS Design — Analog Conventional Voice Radio Subsystem: - -1 $ - - -

B.1.14.3.3.29.2 Subsystem - -| $ 446,491 $ 446,491

B.1.14.3.3.29.2 Subsystem - -l $ 111,623 | $ 55,811 | $ 55,812
LARTCS Design — Los Angeles Regional Tactical Communications

B.1.14.3.3.29.3 Subsystem: - -1 $ - - -

80% LARTCS Design — Los Angeles Regional Tactical
B.1.14.3.3.29.3 Communications Subsystem - -l $ 486,144 $ 486,144
20% LARTCS Design — Los Angeles Regional Tactical

B.1.14.3.3.29.3 Communications Subsystem - -1 $ 121,535| $ 60,768 | $ 60,767

B.1.14.3.3.29.4 NMDN Design — Narrowband Mobile Data Network - -1 $ - - -

B.1.14.3.3.29.4 80% NMDN Design — Narrowband Mobile Data Network - 1% 113,646 $ 113,646

B.1.14.3.3.29.4 20% NMDN Design — Narrowband Mobile Data Network - 19 28,4121 % 14,206 | $ 14,206

B.1.14.3.3.29.5 Consoles Design - - Included

B.1.14.3.3.29.6 Logging Recorder Description - - Included

B.1.14.3.3.29.7 Site Interconnection/Backhaul Subsystem Description: - -1 $ - - -

B.1.14.3.3.29.7 80% Site Interconnection/Backhaul Subsystem Description: - -l $ 170,323 $ 170,323

B.1.14.3.3.29.7 20% Site Interconnection/Backhaul Subsystem Description: - -1 $ 42,5811 $ 21,290 | $ 21,291

B.1.14.3.3.29.8 System Management and Monitoring Subsystem Description - - Included

B.1.14.3.3.29.9 Inventory and Maintenance Tracking Subsystem Description - - Included

B.1.14.3 LMR Final System Design Approval ™% - |3 757,702 $ 75,770 | $ 681,932

B.1.15 Inventory and Maintenance Tracking Subsystem - -1 $ 974,026 | $ 97,403 | $ 876,623
Project Management for Phase 1 — System Design Monthly Reports - - Included $ - |$ -

Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond for Phase 1 — System Design - -1 $ 29,774 | $ - |$ 29,774
Total Lease Costs for Phase 1 — System Design - -1 $ -19 -

Base.22.2.1 Liability Insurance (General and Professional) - -1 $ 527,500| $ - |9 527,500

LMR SYSTEM SITES

B.1.14.5 Site Design Review Packages 75% Zoning Submittal by Site M2 - 13 S E: - s -
B1145 BAH Baldwin-Hils - -1 $ ©]E 0% (3)
B.1.14.5 BJM Black Jack Peak - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 |1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 BMT Bald Mountain - -l $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B-1145 BRK Blue-Reek - -1 $ -1$ - 19 -
B-1145 BUR Burnt-Peak - -1 $ -1$ - |9 -
B1445 BVG Beverly-Glen - -1 $ -19 - |9 -
B.1.14.5 CCB Compton Court Building - -1 $ 7,138]$ 714 1 $ 6,424
B1145 CEP Century-Plaza - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.14.5 CLM Claremont - -l $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.145 CPK Castro Peak - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 DPK Dakin Peak - -l $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B1445 ELSGDRPD | ElSegundoPD - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.14.5 ENC1 Encinal 1 (Fire Camp) - -1 $ 7,138]$ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 GRM Green Mountain - -1 $ 7,138] $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.145 HPK Hauser Peak - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B1445 JRI< Johnstene-Peak — 3 $ $

B4145 EACFE28 FS28 - -1 $ -1 $ - |$ -
B4145 LACFO56 FS56- - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B4445 LACFG/E S - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.145 LACFO072 FS 72 - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B-1145 LACEO/7 S - -1 $ -1$ - 19 -
BA145 EACFB84 FS84- - -1 $ -1 $ - |$ -
B-1145 LACFO9L SO - -1 $ -1$ - |9 -

Exhibit C.2 (System Design)
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EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Contract Sum -

Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%

Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option Sum ((:Nro?:illlt)s for Phase 1 Holdback Payable Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, Amount 10% Holdback

Base Document) 10.12.13,14)
B1145 LACF099 | Fs99- - s s - s
B1145 LFACFHI9 FS119- - 13 -1% - 1%
B1145 HACF144 FS144- - 13 -1 - 13
B1145 LACF149 | Fs149- - 1s s ~ s
B-1145 LACF157 | Fsi57 - 1s s ~ s
B1145 LACF196 | Fs169- - 13 s ~ s
B1145 EACFCROS | GRS - 13 -13 - 1%
B.1.14.5 LACFDEL Del Valle Training - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B1145 HAH EACity Hal - -1 $ - 19 - 19
B1145 LBR LowerBlueRidge - 1IE -3 B E
B.1.14.5 LDWP243 DWP Sylmar Water Ladder - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 1 $ 6,424
B1145 MAM Magie Mountain - -1 $ - 19 - 19
B.1.14.5 MDI Mount Disappointment - -l $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 MLE Mount Lee - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 MLM Mira Loma Facility - -| $ 7,138] $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 MMC Mount McDill - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 |1 $ 6,424
B4445 M Meunttukens - -1 $ -1$ - |$
B1145 MIF Meount-Them - -1 $ - 19 - |9
B1145 MW Meunt-Washington - -1 $ - 19 - |9
B.1.14.5 MV'S Monte Vista (Star Center) - -l $ 7,138] $ 714 | $ 6,424
BA145 OME Oat-Mountain - -1 $ -1$ - |$
B.1.14.5 OAT Oat Mountain - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 ONK Oat Mountain Nike - -| $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 PHN Puente Hills - -l $ 7,138| % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 PRG Portal Ridge - -l $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B1145 PSH Pamena1620-Hilerest ~] -3 $ $
B1345 RBNBRDB Redondo-BeachPB -1 % 7,138] $ - 19 - |$
B.1.14.5 RHT Rolling Hills Transmit - -1 $ 7,138| $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 RIH Rio Hondo - -l $ 7,138| % 714 |1 $ 6,424
B1145 RPVEQOL RanchoPalosVerdes Cry Hall - -1 $ - 19 - 19
B.1.145 SAG San-Augustine - |3 -1$ B E
B.1.14.5 SDW San Dimas - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 |1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 SGH Signal Hill - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 |1 $ 6,424
B1145 SPC San-Pedro-HH - -1 $ - 19 - |9
B.1.14.5 SPN Saddle Peak - -l $ 7,138| $ 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 SUN Sunset Ridge - -| $ 7,138]$ 714 | $ 6,424
B1445 SVR SarmVieentePeak - -1 $ -1$ - |$
B1145 SWP Seuthwest-AreaStation - -1 $ -19 - |$
B.1.14.5 TOP Topanga Peak - -1 $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 TPK Tejon Peak - -| $ 7,138| $ 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 TWR Tower Peak - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 VPG Verdugo-Peak - 13 -3 B E
B13145 WAD Walker-Drive — —1 -1$ - |$
B.1.14.5 WMP Whitaker Middle Peak - -1 $ 7,138| % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 WS1 100 Wilshire - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 WTR Whittaker Ridge - -l $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B1145 LAPDO7? | 77TH Street-Area-Complex - -1 $ -1$ - |$
B13145 EAPDDBVYN | DevenshireAreastation - -1 3 -1$ - |$
B1445 FCCF L.A. County Fire Command - -1 $ 7,138| $ 714 | $ 6,424
B1145 LAPDVDGC | Valey Dispatch-Center - 1 3 S
B.1.14.6 Permit Approval by Site M2 - -1$ -|$ S
B-114-6 BAH BaldwinHils - 1 s s e
B.1.14.6 BJM Black Jack Peak - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 BMT Bald Mountain - 1% 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 BUR BlueReek - -1 $ -1$ - |$
B1146 BRK Burnt-Peak - -1 $ - 19 - 19
B.114.6 BVG Beverly Glen - | s -1$ B E
B.1.14.6 CCB Compton Court Building - 1% 23791 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B114.6 CEP Century-Plaza - -1 $ -1$ - |$
B.1.14.6 CLM Claremont - 1% 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 CPK Castro Peak - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 DPK Dakin Peak - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 ELSGBPD | ElSegundePRD - -1 $ - 19 - 19
B.1.14.6 ENC1 Encinal 1 (Fire Camp) - -1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 GRM Green Mountain - 1% 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 HPK Hauser Peak - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B-1-14-6 IPK Jehastona-Pealk —] -1 -$ $ $
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EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

Contract Sum -
Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option Sum f{iﬂ'}f for Phase 1 Holdback Payable Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document) 10.12.13,14)

BA446 LACFO28 | FS28 - -1 $ - 19 - |$ -
B1146 LACFO56 £S56- - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B1146 HACFO7: S - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B.1.14.6 LACFQ072 FS72 - -1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B414-6 LACRG/Z S - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
BA446 LACFO84 | FS84 - -1 $ - 19 - |$ -
B1146 EACFB9L SS9+ - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B1146 LACFB99 £S99- - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B1146 HACFOHES | FS3419- - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B414-6 LACH44 144 - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
BA34-6 EACFH4G | FS349- - -1 $ -19 - |$ -
B1146 EACHSY 574 - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B1146 LACF169 £S-169- - -1 $ - 19 - |9 -
B1146 HACFCROS | SR9 - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B.1.14.6 LACFDEL | Del Valle Training - 1% 2,379 % 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 LAHE LA Gty Halt - 13 -1$ - |3 -
B1146 +BR Lower Blue Ridge - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.14.6 LDWP243 DWP Sylmar Water Ladder - -| $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 MAM Magic-Meountain - -1 $ - 19 - |9 -
B.1.14.6 MDI Mount Disappointment - -l $ 2,379] $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 MLE Mount Lee - 1% 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 MLM Mira Loma Facility - 1% 2,379 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 MMC Mount McDill - -| $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 ML Meount-tukens - -1 $ - 19 - |9 -
B1146 M MeuntTFhom - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B114.6 MTW Mount- Washington - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.14.6 MVS Monte Vista (Star Center) - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 OMC Cat-Meuntain - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.14.6 OAT Oat Mountain - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 ONK Oat Mountain Nike - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 PHN Puente Hills - -1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 PRG Portal Ridge - 1% 23791 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B114.6 PSH Pamoena1620-Hilerest —] —-$ $ $
B1146 RDNBRD Redondo-Beach-PB -1 $ 2,379 $ - 19 - |9 -
B.1.14.6 RHT Rolling Hills Transmit - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 RIH Rio Hondo - -1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B414-6 RPVEDDE Rancho-Palos Verdes City Hall - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
BA446 SAG San-Augustine - -1 $ -19 - |$ -
B.1.14.6 SDW San Dimas - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 SGH Signal Hill - -| $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 SPC San-PRedro-Hil - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B.1.14.6 SPN Saddle Peak - -1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 SUN Sunset Ridge - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 SR San-Vicente-Peak - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B1146 SWPR Southwest-Area-Statton - -1 $ - 19 - |9 -
B.1.14.6 TOP Topanga Peak - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 TPK Tejon Peak - 1% 23791 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 TWR Tower Peak - 1% 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B1146 VRC Merdugo-Peak - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B1146 WAD Walker-Drive - -1 $ - 19 - 19 -
B.1.14.6 WMP Whitaker Middle Peak - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 WS1 100 Wilshire - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 WTR Whittaker Ridge - -1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B114.6 LEAPDO7? | 77TH Street-Area-Complex - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -
B1146 LAPBBMN | Bevenshie-Area-station - -1 $ - 19 - |9 -
B.1.14.6 FCCF L.A. County Fire Command - -l $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.114.6 LAPDVDGC | Valey Dispatch-Center - K N - s -

Subtotal for Phase 1: $ -1$ 9,517 $ 9,753,488| $ 919,621| $ 8,833,867

ADDITIONAL SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 10)

B.1.14.5 Site Design Review Packages 75% Zoning Submittal by Site
B.1.14.5 APC Airport Courthouse $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B-114.5 BHCCPRK | Beverly Hills'Coldwater Canyon-Park $ -19 - |$ -
BA445 HACFIS6 | FS436 $ -19 - |$ -
B4445 LAHE LA City Hall East $ -1$ - |$ -
B.1.14.5 oLl Olinda $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.6 Permit Approval by Site
B.1.14.6 APC Airport Courthouse $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
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EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

Contract Sum -
Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Belferalslie Option Sum C(Nro?:jllf)s o Blaea 1 Holdback Payable Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6.7,8.9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document) 10.12.13,14)

B-1+146 BCHCPRK | BeverlyHills'CoeldwaterCanyonPark $ - 18 - |8 -
BA446 LACF136 | FS136 $ - 19 - |9 -
Bl146 LEAHE LA City-Hal-East $ -1$ - 1% -
B.1.14.6 oLl Olinda $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141

Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 10) $ -1 $ -1 $ 19,034 $ 1,903| $ 17,131
B.1.14.5 Site Design Review Packages 75% Zoning Submittal by Site
B.1.14.5 AGH Agoura Hills $ 7,138| % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 CCT Criminal Court (Foltz) $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 CRN Cerro Negro $ 7,138]$ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 FRP Frost Peak (Upper Blue Ridge) $ 7,138] $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 GMT Grass Mountain $ 7,138| $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.145 H17A H-17 Helipad $ 7,138| % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 LASDTEM | Los Angeles County Sheriff Temple Station $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 LPC Loop Canyon $ 7,138]$ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 LEPS Lower Encinal Pump Station $ 7,138] $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 MIR Mirador $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 MML Magic Mountain Link $ 7,138| $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.145 MTL2 Mount Lukens 2 $ 7,138| % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 PDC Pacific Design Center $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 PLM Los Angeles County Palmdale Sheriff Station $ 7,138 % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 PMT Pine Mountain $ 7,138| $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 PWT Portshead Tank $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 VPK Verdugo Peak County $ 7,138|$ 714 |1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.6 Permit Approval by Site
B.1.14.6 AGH Agoura Hills $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 CCT Criminal Court (Foltz) $ 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 CRN Cerro Negro $ 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 FRP Frost Peak (Upper Blue Ridge) $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 GMT Grass Mountain $ 2,3719] $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 H17A H-17 Helipad $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 LASDTEM | Los Angeles County Sheriff Temple Station $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 LPC Loop Canyon $ 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 LEPS Lower Encinal Pump Station $ 2,379 % 238 1% 2,141
B.1.14.6 MIR Mirador $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 MML Magic Mountain Link $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 MTL2 Mount Lukens 2 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 PDC Pacific Design Center $ 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 PLM Los Angeles County Palmdale Sheriff Station $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 PMT Pine Mountain $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 PWT Portshead Tank $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6. VPK Verdugo Peak County $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141

Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 16) $ -1 $ -1 $ 161,789 $ 16,179 $ 145,610

ADD ONA ) O

B.1.14.5 Site Design Review Packages 75% Zoning Submittal by Site
B.1.14.5 BUR1 Burnt Peak 1 $ 7,138]$ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 LARICSHQ | LA-RICS Headquarters $ 7,138 % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.6 Permit Approval by Site
B.1.14.6 BUR1 Burnt Peak 1 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 LARICSHQ | LA-RICS Headquarters $ 2,379\ $ 238 | $ 2,141

Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 17) $ -1 $ -1 $ 19,034] $ 1,903| $ 17,131
B.1.14.5 Site Design Review Packages 75% Zoning Submittal by Site
B.1.14.5 BHS Baldwin Hills County $ 7,138|$ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 BKK BKK Landfill $ 7,138| % 714 |1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 DPW38 Los Angeles County DPW Water Tank $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 POM Pomona Courthouse $ 7,138] $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 RPVO001A Rancho Palos Verdes ECC $ 7,138 % 714 1 $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 SMMC Santa Monica/UCLA Medical Center $ 7,138]$ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.145 UCLA UCLA (Factor Building) $ 7,138| % 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.5 WWY Winding Way $ 7,138 $ 714 | $ 6,424
B.1.14.6 Permit Approval by Site
B.1.14.6 BHS Baldwin Hills County $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 BKK BKK Landfill $ 2,379| $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 DPW38 Los Angeles County DPW Water Tank 3 23791 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 POM Pomona Courthouse $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
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EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

Contract Sum -

ADDITIONAL SITE (AMENDMENT NO. 21)

Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral Credits Payable Amount 10% Pavable A L
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option Sum ote 11 for Phase 1 Holdback aya0 e Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6.7,8.9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document)
10,12,13,14)
B.1.14.6 RPVO001A Rancho Palos Verdes ECC $ 2,379 % 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 SMMC Santa Monica/UCLA Medical Center $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 UCLA UCLA (Factor Building) $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
B.1.14.6 WWY Winding Way $ 2,379]'$ 238 |'$ 2,141
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 18) $ -1 $ -1 $ 76,136] $ 7614] $ 68,522

CORE 1 AND REPEATER SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 3)

B.1.14.5 Site Design Review Packages 75% Zoning Submittal by Site

B.1.14.5 JPK2 Johnstone Peak - 2 $ 7,138 % 714 1 $ 6,424

B.1.14.6 Permit Approval by Site

B.1.14.6 JPK2 Johnstone Peak - 2 $ 2,379 $ 238 | $ 2,141
Subtotal for Additional Site (Amendment No. 21) $ -1 % -1 $ 9,517| $ 952| $ 8,565

SYSTEM ON WHEELS (AMENDMENT NO. 3)

B.1.14.6 Core 1 Hardware and Software - -1 $ 11,645,162 | $ 1,164,516 | $ 10,480,646
Core T1 Interface Equipment - -1 $ 49,878 | $ 4,988 | $ 44,890
NMS AC Power - -l $ 1,308 | $ 131 1% 1,177
FCC License Application Preparation - -1 $ 7,500 | $ 750 | $ 6,750
Remote Site AC Power - -1 $ 7,848 | $ 785 | $ 7,063
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 Five DTVRS UHF 11 Channel ASTRO 25 Sites - -1 $ 1,144,758 | $ 114,476 | $ 1,030,282
B.3.210 B.3.6 Three DTVRS 700 MHz 6 Channel ASTRO 25 Sites - -1 $ 404,440 $ 40,444 | $ 363,996
B.3.21t0 B.3.6 Three MCC 7500 Consoles for DTVRS - -l $ 197,074 | $ 19,707 | $ 177,367
C.14 Portable Radio Upgrade Kits (2009 UASI Funds) - -l $ 65,800 | $ 6,580 | $ 59,220
C.14 Portable Radio Upgrade Kits (2010 UASI Funds) - -l $ 296,100 | $ 29,610 | $ 266,490

Installation, Optimization, Staging and Testing for Core 1 and Repeater
B.4.2.3 Sites - -l $ 463,818 | $ 46,382 | $ 417,436
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond for Core 1 and Repeater Sites - -1 $ 89,801 $ - 1% 89,801
Subtotal for Core 1 and Repeater Sites: $ -1 $ -1 $ 14,373,487 $ 1,428,369| $ 12,945,118

OR A D ®
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 Core 2 Hardware - -1 $ 3,650,360 | $ 365,036 | $ 3,285,324
B.4.2.3 Installation, Optimization, Staging and Testing for Core 2 - -1 $ 301,757 | $ 30,176 | $ 271,581
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond for Core 2 - -1 $ 24,663 | $ - |9 24,663
LAPDVDC Uninterruptible Power Supply (UPS)
Eaton 9130 2000 Rackmount; 120V, 50/60Hz; 2000VA/1800W - - $ 27,101 $ 2,710 | $ 24,391
Eaton 9130 2000/30000 EBM Rack - -1 $ 12,152 | $ 1215 | $ 10,937
Two-Post Rack Mounting Rail Kit -1 $ 3,052 | $ 305 | $ 2,747
Racks 7.5 Foot - -1 $ 863 | $ 86 | $ 777
MSI Design and Implementation Services - -1 $ 24,978 | $ 2,498 | $ 22,480
Subtotal for Core 2 and LAPDVDC UPS: $ - 1% $ 4,044,926 | $ 402,026 | $ 3,642,900
OR R OCATIO A D 0. 16

Removal and Relocation of Core 2 from LAPDVDC to PLM $ 499,912 $ 499,912
Subtotal for Core 2 Relocation: $ 499,912 | $ - 1% 499,912

System on Wheels (SOW) - - $ -1 $ - |$ -
SOW - 95' MAST, 8' X 16' WALK-IN SHELTER - -1 $ 468,439 | $ 46,844 | $ 421,595
DTVRS - ASTRO Site Repeaters (ASR) - -1 $ 408,816 | $ 40,882 | $ 367,934
Core Licenses for 700/UHF ASR Sites - 1% 127,748 | $ 12,775 | $ 114,973
Mobile Meshed VSAT Satellite System & Installation - -1 $ 126,233 | $ 12,623 | $ 113,610
MSI Design and Implementation Services - -1 $ 81,116 | $ 8,112 | $ 73,004
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond for SOW - -1 $ 6,345 $ - 1% 6,345
Subtotal for System on Wheels: $ - |9 $ 1,218,697 | $ 121,235 | $ 1,097,462

A ON B EO 2 A ) 0. 4

DTVRS - ASTRO Site Repeaters (ASR): $ - -1 $ 585,803 | $ 58,580 | $ 527,223

700 MHz ASR - 6 Channel (Phase 1/Phase 2) $ - -1 $ -1$ - |$ -

UHF ASR - 11 Channel (Phase 1/Phase 2) $ - -1 $ -1$ - 19 -
Core License Upgrades for ASR Sites $ - -l $ 149,548| $ 14955 | $ 134,593
MOTOBRIDGE GX Communication Gateway $ - -| $ 174,329] $ 17,433 | $ 156,896
Point-To-Point 4.9 GHz Backhaul $ - -l $ 26,748] $ 2675]$ 24,073
Mobile Meshed VSAT Satellite System & Installation $ - -1 9% 126,233 | $ 12,623 | $ 113,610
MSI Design and Implementation Services $ - 1% 99,8201 $ 9982 1% 89,838
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond for Station B Equipment $ - -1 $ 6,566 | $ - 19 6,566
Subtotal for Station B Equipment: $ -1$ $ 1,169,047 | $ 116,248 | $ 1,052,799

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR BOUNDED AREA COVERAGE IN PHASE 1 (AMENDMENT NO. 2)

Detailed Project Description for Bounded Area Coverage at the following
(Note 4)

B.1.14.1 Sites:
Century Plaza - -1 $ 9,674]$ 967 | $ 8,707
LAC/HARBOR+UCLA MEDICAL CENTER - -1 $ 11,6741$% 1,167 | $ 10,507
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EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Contract Sum -

Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral ) Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option Sum C(NFO?SlIlt)S for Phase 1 Holdback Payable Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document) 10.12.13,14)
FS30 - -1 $ 11,6741$% 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 51 - -| $ 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 151 - -l $ 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 164 - -1 $ 11,6741$% 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 173 - -1 $ 11,6741 3% 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 005 - -1 $ 11,6741$% 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 079 - -l $ 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 084 - -| $ 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 088 - -l $ 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
FS 095 - -1 $ 11,6741$% 1,167 | $ 10,507
Carson - -1 $ 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
San Pedro City Hall - -1 $ 11,674]$ 1,167 | $ 10,507
West Hollywood Sheriff Station - -1 $ 11,674 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Total for Bounded Area Coverage Project Descriptions: $ - |$ - 1% 173,110 | $ 17311 | $ 155,799

License Coordination Fees - -1 $ 20,240 $ -1 $ 20,240
Total for License Coordination Fees: $ - |$ - 1% 20,240 | $ - 1% 20,240
PORTABLE RADIO EQUIPMENT, CONSOLETTES, & CONSOLES (AMENDMENT NO. 7)

APX 7000XE Portable Radios (450 Dual Band with UHF and 700 MHz

Enabled and 150 Dual Band with UHF and VHF MHz Enabled) (Total

Quantity 600) and Radio Accessories - Refer to Amendment 7,

Attachment A.1, for specifications and a detailed cost breakdown - -1 $ 4,459,044 -1$ 4,459,044

Subscriber Maintenance for 600 APX 7000XE Portable Radios Beyond

Initial 5 Year Warranty Period (Year 6, Year 7, Year 8 at $37,800 per

year) (Service from the Start - LITE) - -l $ 113,400 $ 113,400

APX Consolette/APX 7500 Control Station - Refer to Amendment 7,

Attachment A.2, for specifications and a detailed cost breakdown. - -1 $ 216,215 -1$ 216,215

Subscriber Maintenance for 20 APX7500 Control Stations Beyond the

Initial 5 Year Warranty Period (Year 6, Year 7, Year 8 at $1,908 per

year) (Service from the Start - LITE) - -1 $ 5,724 -1$ 5,724

Subscriber Maintenance for 10 APX 7500 Consolettes Beyond the Initial

5 Year Warranty Period (Year 6, Year 7, Year 8 at $954 per year)

(Service from the Start - LITE) - -1 $ 2,862 -1$ 2,862

MC7500 Console - Refer to Amendment 7, Attachment A.3, for

specifications and a detailed cost breakdown. - -1 $ 354,313 -1$% 354,313

Bridge Warranty for NMS & Console Equipment - Refer to Amendment

7, Attachment A.3, for specifications and a detailed cost breakdown. - -1 $ 25,493 -1 8 25,493
Total for Portable Radio Equipment, Consolettes, & Consoles: $ -1$ -1 $ 5,177,051 $ -1$ 5,177,051

PORTABLE RADIO EQUIPMENT (AMENDMENT NO. 8)

APX 7000XE Portable Radios (400 Dual Band with UHF and 700 MHz

Enabled and 54 Dual Band with UHF and VHF MHz Enabled) (Total

Quantity 454) and Radio Accessories - Refer to Amendment 8,

Attachment A, for specifications and a detailed cost breakdown - -1% 3,571,755 -19 3,571,755

Subscriber Maintenance for 454 APX 7000XE Portable Radios Beyond

Initial 5 Year Warranty Period (Year 6, Year 7, Year 8 at $28,602 per

year) (Service from the Start - LITE) - -19$ 85,806 1% 85,806

Performance Bond for Portable Radio Equipment - -13% 13,445 13 13,445

Total for Portable Radio Equipment: $ o I 13 3,671,006 $ -3 3,671,006

B.1.14.1 Detailed Project Description for Potential Replacement Sites as follows:
Airport Courthouse (APC) - -1$ 11,674| $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Beverly Hills' Coldwater Canyon Park (BHCCPRK) - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Beverly Glen, Alternate Location (BVG-A) - -19$ 11,6741 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Cerro Negro (CRN) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
LA City Hall East (LAHE) - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Loop Canyon (LPC) - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Lower Encinal Pump Station (LAHE) - -1$ 11,674 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Mirador (MIR) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Point Vicente (PVC) - 13 11,674] $ 1,167] $ 10,507
Portshead Tank (PWT) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Westlake City Hall (WLK) - 1B 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Inglewood County Courthouse (ICC) - -1$ 11,674 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Pacific Design Center (PDC) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Simpsons' Building (SIM) - -1% 11,674 $ 1,167| $ 10,507
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EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

Contract Sum -

Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option sum | Greas for Phase 1 Holdback | ©2¥able Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document) 10,1213.14)
Burnt Peak-3 (BUR3) - -19% 11,674| $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Frost Peak (Upper Blue Ridge) (FRP) - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Grass Mountain (GMT) - -1$ 11,674 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Johnstone Peak (JPK-2) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Josephine Peak (JOP) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Magic Mountain (MML) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Mount Lukens-2 (MTL2) - -1$ 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Pine Mountain (PMT) - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Sunset Ridge-2 (SUN-2) - 13 11,674] $ 1,167 ] $ 10,507
Helipad 69 Bravo (BRV) - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167] $ 10,507
Philip Water Tank (PWT) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Nicholas Canyon Water Tower (NCWT) - -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Total for Project Descriptions for Potential Replacement Sites: $ 303,524 $ 30,352 | $ 273,172

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR POTENTIAL REPLACEMENT SITE(S) (AMENDMENT NO. 1

B.1.14.1 Detailed Project Description for Potential Replacement Site(s) as follows:
Agoura Hills (AGH) - -1% 11,674 $ 1,167| $ 10,507
Total for Project Descriptions for Potential Replacement Sites: $ -1$ -1% 11,6741 $ 1,167 $ 10,507

POWER LOAD STUDY COSTS (AMENDMENT NO. 10)
2.2.16 Power Load Study Cost(s)

Airport Courthouse (APC) $ 8,425| $ -1$ 8,425
Inglewood Courthouse (ICC) $ 8,425 $ 8,425
Total for Power Load Study Costs: 16,850 16,850

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR POTENTIAL REPLACEMENT SITE(S) (AMENDMENT NO. 1

B.1.14.1 Detailed Project Description for Potential Replacement Site(s) as follows:
Olinda - -1% 11,674] $ 1,167] $ 10,507
H-17A $ 11,674 $ 1,167 $ 10,507
Total for Project Descriptions for Potential Replacement Sites: 23,348 2,335 21,013

FCC LICENSING (AMENDMENT NO

FCC Licensing - Frequency Planning $ 284,0411 $ 28,4041 $ 255,637
Licensing all LMR Subsystem Frequencies at all LMR Subsystem Sites - -1% 51,348| $ 5135| $ 46,213
RF Engineering Services - -1% 73,728 $ 7,373 $ 66,355
Project Manangement Services for FCC Licensing - -1% 14,000| $ 1,400]| $ 12,600
Total for FCC Licensing: $ 423,117 $ 42,312 $ 380,805
SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT BRIDGE WARRANTY (AMENDMENT NO. 12)
$ 57,720 $ 57,720
UHF Stations - -1$ -1 $ - $ -
700 MHz Stations - -1 9 -1 9 -1 $ -
Satellite Terminal - -1 $ -1 % -1 $ -
PTP800 Backhaul - -1 $ -1 % -1 $ -
Motobridge - -1$ -1 $ -1 $ -
Station B - -1$ 44,853 $ -1 9 44,853
UHF Stations - -1 9 -1 9 -1 $ -
700 MHz Stations - -1 9 -1 9 -1 $ -
Trailer - -1 $ -1 % -1 $ -
Satellite Terminal - -1$ -1 $ -1 $ -
PTP800 Backhaul - -1$ -1 $ -1 $ -
Motobridge - -1$ -1 $ -1 $ -
Early Equipment Shipment - -19 351,772| $ -1$ 351,772
Core 1 & Repeater Sites - -1 S -1 $ -1 $ -
Core 2 Equipment - -1% 189,992 $ -1$ 189,992
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond for Specified Equipment Bridge Warranty - -13% 3,196| $ -1$ 3,196
Total for Specified Equipment Bridge Warranty: - -19% 647,533 | $ -1 9 647,533
PORTABLE RADIO EQUIPMENT (AMENDMENT NO. 12)
APX 7000XE Portable Radios (40 Dual Band with UHF and 700 MHz
Enabled ) (Total Quantity 40) and Radio Accessories - Refer to
Amendment 7, Attachment A, for specifications and a detailed cost
breakdown - -1% 333,005| $ -1$ 333,005
Subscriber Maintenance for 40 APX 7000XE Portable Radios Beyond
Initial 5 Year Warranty Period (Year 6, Year 7, Year 8 at $2,520 per
year) (Service from the Start - LITE) - -1% 7560 $ -1$ 7,560
APX 7500 Console and (Dual Band with UHF and 700 MHz Enabled)
(Total Quantity 4) and Remote Control HD/CHIB Replacement - Refer to
Amendment 12, Attachment A, for specifications and a detailed cost
breakdown - -1% 36,732| $ -1$ 36,732
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EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Contract Sum -

Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Option Sum ((:NrO?:jlllt)s for Phase 1 Holdback Payat())le Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, Amount 10% Holdback

Base Document) 10.12.13,14)
APX 7500 Control Station (Dual Band with UHF and 700 MHz Enabled)
(Total Quantity 1) - Refer to Amendment 12, Attachment A, for
specifications and a detailed cost breakdown -1% 7,506 $ -1$ 7,506
Subscriber Maintenance for 4 APX 7500 Consoles and 1 APX 7500
Control Station Beyond the Initial 5 Year Warranty Period (Year 6, Year
7, Year 8 at $477 per year) (Service from the Start - LITE) -19 1,431| $ -1$ 1,431
Total for Portable Radio Equipment $ 386,234 $ 386,234

LEASE EXHIBIT (AMENDMENT NO. 13)

SYSTEM REDESIGN (AMENDMENT N

Baldwin-Hils $ $ $

Black-Jack-Peak $ $ $

Bald-Mountain $ $ $

Compton-CourtBuilding $ $ $

Clarement $ $ $

Castro-Peak $ $ $

Bakin-Peak $ $ $

Encinal-d-{Fire-Camp) $ $ $

LEA-County Fire Command $ $ $

Greep-Matntain $ $ $

HatserPeak $ $ $

Meunt-Mebil $ $ $

Moente-Vista{Star Center) $ 3 $

Oat-Meuntain $ $ $

Oat-Meuntain-Nike $ $ $

Puente Hills $ $ $

Pomona-1620-HiHcrest $ $ $

Rolling Hills Transmit $ $ $

Rie-Hende $ $ $

San-DBimas $ $ $

Sigpal-H $ $ $

Saddle-Peak $ $ $

Topanga-Peak $ $ $

FejonPeak $ $ $

TFowerPaak $ $ $

100-\WHshire $ $ $

Airport-Courthouse $ $ $

Olinda $ $ $

Total for Lease Exhibit $ $ $
STATION B & SOW REPROGRAMMING (AMENDMENT NO. 14)
Equipment $ 15,260 $ 15,260
MSI Design and Implementation Services $ 43,848 $ 43,848
Special Temporary Authority $ 5,148 $ 5,148
Total for Station B & Sow Reprogramming $ 64,256 | $ - $ 64,256
PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR POTENTIAL REPLACEMENT SITE(S) (AMENDMENT NO.
B.1.14.1 Detailed Project Description for Potential Replacement Site(s) as follows:

B.1.14.1 Baldwin Hills County $ 11,674 $ 1,167]1 $ 10,507

B1444 Baldwin-=His—=A-RICS $ $ $
B.1.14.1 BKK Landfill $ 11,674| $ 1,167| $ 10,507
B.1.14.1 Criminal Court (Foltz) $ 11,674| $ 1,167] $ 10,507

B114:1 Los-Angeles-County-Sheriff Temple Station $ $ $
B.1.14.1 Los Angeles County DPW Water Tank $ 11,674| $ 1,167] $ 10,507
B.1.14.1 Los Angeles County Palmdale Sheriff Station $ 11,674 $ 1,167]1 $ 10,507
B.1.14.1 Pomona Courthouse $ 11,674 $ 1,167]1 $ 10,507
B.1.14.1 San Pedro Hill County $ 11,674 $ 1,167]1 $ 10,507
B.1.14.1 University of California Los Angeles $ 11,674 $ 1,167]1 $ 10,507
B.1.14.1 Verdugo Peak $ 11,674 $ 1,167]1 $ 10,507
Total for Project Descriptions for Potential Replacement Sites: $ $ -1 $ 105,066 $ 10,507 $ 94,559

Exhibit C.2 (System Design)
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LMR System Redesign $ 1,054,440 $ -1 9 1,054,440
Total for System Redesign: $ 1,054,440 $ -1 9 1,054,440
PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR POTENTIAL REPLACEMENT SITE (AMENDMENT NO. 16)
EACH34 $ $ $
Total for System Redesign: $ -1 $ 108 -
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EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

Contract Sum -
Deliverable/Task/ Unilateral : Payable Amount 10%
Section No. Site ID Belferalslie Option Sum C(:Nro?:jlllt)s o Blaea 1 Holdback Payable Amount Less
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9) (Notes 3,4,5,6.7,8.9, Amount 10% Holdback
Base Document)
10,12,13,14)
RPV001A Rancho Palos Verdes ECC $ 11,674 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
SMMGC Santa-MenicalJCLA-Medical-Center % S 3
UCLA UGCLA(Factor Building) $ $ $
WWY Winding Way $ 11,674 $ 1,167 | $ 10,507
Total for Project Description Work: $ 23,348| $ 2,335 $ 21,013
) OD A D 0. 20
3D Modeling $ 6,534 $ 653| $ 5,881
Total for Phase 3 Credits $ 6,534] $ 653| $ 5,881
Total for Phase 1 - System Design $ - 13 9517 | $ 43,452,398 | $ 3,123,023 | $ 40,329,375

Note 1: Should a Site fall out for permitting reasons, Contractor will redo the Final System Design at no charge to the Authority.
Note 2: 75% will occur at submittal for planning review. The remaining 25% will be paid upon receipt of construction permit.

Note 3: Pursuant to Amendment No. One, effective as of September 5, 2013, the Authority exercised the Unilateral Option for all work pertaining to Phase 1. In connection therewith, the Unilateral Option Sum for Phase 1 of
$29,266,721 was converted into a Contract Sum.

Note 4: Pursuant to Amendment No. Two, effective as of October 29, 2013, the Authority exercised the Unilateral Option for all work pertaining to Bounded Area Coverage Project Descriptions for Phase 1. In connection therewith,
the Unilateral Option Sum for Bounded Area Coverage Project Descriptions for Phase 1 in the amount of $173, 110 was converted into a Contract Sum. The cost for the Project Descriptions for the Bounded Area Coverage only are
reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Phase 1 - System Design) as amended and restated in Amendment No. 2. The balance of the remaining Unilateral Option Sum for Bounded Area Coverage Additive Alternate is reflected in Exhibit C.7
(Bounded Area Coverage Additive Alternate).

Note 5: Pursuant to Amendment No. Three, effective as of December 19, 2013, (a) Contractor's provision and implementation of certain equipment reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit
C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, was moved from Phases 3 and 4 to Phase 1; and (b) Contractor was engaged to provide and implement under Phase 1, certain additional equipment reflected in
Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, (the equipment described in clauses (a) and (b) is collectively referred to as the "'Specified
Equipment™).

In connection therewith, (i) a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $4,362,681 was moved from Schedules C.4 (Schedule of Payments Phase 3 — Supply LMR System Components) and C.5 (Schedule of Payments Phase 4 — System
Implementation) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) to Schedule C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, and thereafter such Unilateral
Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum; and (ii) a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $1,285,230 was added to Schedule C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as
amended by Amendment No. Three, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 6: Pursuant to Amendment No. Four, effective as of December 19, 2013, Contractor was engaged to provide and implement under Phase 1, certain additional equipment and related services reflected in Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of
Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Four. In connection therewith, a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $1,169,047 was added to Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of
Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Four, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 7: Pursuant to Amendment No. Five, effective as of March 27, 2014, license coordination fees for the Repeater Sites were reflected in Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of
Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Five. In connection therewith, a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $20,240 was added to Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of
Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Five, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 8: Pursuant to Amendment No. Six, effective as of April 17, 2014, the enhancement of LAPDVDC's UPS to accommodate the installation and deployment of Core 2 was reflected in Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 —
System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Six. In connection therewith, a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $68,146 was added to Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 —
System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Six, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.
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radios, radio accessories, consolettes, and consoles. In connection therewith, a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $5,177,051 was added to Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of
Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Seven, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 10: Pursuant to Amendment No. Eight, effective as of August 28, 2014, Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) was revised to reflect the costs for the purchase of
portable radios and radio accessories. In connection therewith, a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $3,671,006 was added to Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments),
as amended by Amendment No. Eight, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 11: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nine, effective November 19, 2014, the Authority removed 1 LMR System Site for Phases 1 through 4. As such, Credits were realized in the amount of $646,001. However, the cost for
preparing Project Descriptions for 26 potentail replacement sites in the amount of $303,524 was taken from the Credits. The remaining Credit balance of $342,477 is reserved for use for a future replacement site.

Note 12: Pursuant to Amendment No. Ten, effective February 17, 2015, Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 10 to reflect the conversion of Unilateral Option Sum to Contract Sum for
(a) the addition of five (5) LMR System Sites; (b) the removal of four (4) sites; (c) Project Description Work for one (1) potential sites; and (d) the cost of power load studies for two (2) sites.

Note 13: Pursuant to Amendment No. Eleven, effective April 28, 2015, Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 11 to reflect Project Description Work for two (2) potential sites.

Note 14: Pursuant to Amendment No. Twelve, effective August 27, 2015, Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 12 to reflect the shiftng of FCC Licensing costs from Phase 3 in the
amount of $284,041; increasing the FCC Licensing costs for enhanced scope by $139,076; including costs for a bridge warranty for Specified Equipment in the amount of $647,533; and purchasing portable radio equipment in the
amount of $386,234.

Note 15: Pursuant to Amendment No. Thirteen, effective October 30, 2015, Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 13 to reflect the addition of lease exhibits to twenty-nine (29) LMR
System Sites for a total cost of $14,888.

Note 16: Pursuant to Amendment No. Fourteen, effective November 17, 2015, Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 14 to reflect the work related to reprogramming of UHF frequencies
for the County of Los Angeles Sheriff's Department’ Station B and the Authority's System On Wheels for a total of $64,256.

Note 17: Pursuant to Amendment No. Fifteen effective December 22, 2015, Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 15 to reflect Project Description Work for eleven (11) potential sites, for
a total cost of $128,414.

Note 18: Pursuant to Amendment No. Sixteen effective December 23, 2015, Exhibit C.1 (Schedule of Prices - System Design) was amended by Amendment No. 16 to reflect (a) removal of thirty-one (31) LMR System Sites resulting
in credits in the amount of $1,132,374 for Phase 1 only; (2) addition of seventeen (17) LMR System Sites in the amount of $635,537 which will be taken from the credited amount of $1,132,374, bringing the total amount of credits
down to $363,599 (inclusive of Phase 1 Work performed for 75% drawings and building permits in the amount of $133,238) and shall be reflected in the Whitaker Middle Peak site in Phase 3; (c) account for a comprehensive
redesign of the LMR System and all associated Work for an increase in the amount of $1,054,440; and (d) reflect the removal, relocation, and deployment of the LMR System Core 2 equipment from Los Angeles Police Department
Valley Dispatch Center (LAPDVDC) to Palmdale Sheriff Station (PLM) and necessary associated Work in the amount of $499,912.

Note 19: Pursuant to Amendment No. Seventeen, four (4) LMR System Sites were removed from further consideration and two (2) LMR System Sites were included as part of the LMR System. In connection therewith, Unilateral
Option Sums were converted into Contract Sums.

Exhibit C.2 (System Design) Exhibit C.1 (Page 9 of 10) LA-RICS LMR Agreement

AGENDA ITEM F - ENCLOSURE 1



EXHIBIT C.2

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.2 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 1 - SYSTEM DESIGN

Deliverable/Task/

Section No.
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or
Base Document)

Site ID

Deliverable

Unilateral

Option Sum
(Notes 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,9)

Credits
(Note 11)

Contract Sum -
Payable Amount
for Phase 1
(Notes 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,

10,12,13,14)

10%
Holdback
Amount

Payable Amount Less
10% Holdback

Note 20: Pursuant to Amendment No. Eighteen, eight (8) LMR System Sites were added and included as part of the LMR System. In connection therewith, Unilateral Option Sums for the eight (8) LMR System Sites were converted
into Contract Sums. Also, Project Description Work was performed on four (4) of the eight (8) LMR System Sites added to Amendment No. Eighteen.

Note 21: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nineteen, one (1) LMR System Site was removed from further consideration in Phases 1-4. Also, two (2) LMR System Sites were reconciled in Phases 2-4.
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EXHIBIT C.3 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 2 - SITE CONSTRUCTION AND SITE MODIFICATION

EXHIBIT C.3

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Phase 2 Total
Deliverable/
i i . . Unilateral Option Contract Sum -
TaSk/NSOe_Ctlon Site ID (Refer to Site Development h%?r!lYfgigrteB for further detailes on the Uinctzsrzl Optlon Sum Incud?ng Credits Payable Amount for 10% Holdback FEVEIS o
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, capacity and sizes of site components) Qty. Sum fqr Site Project (Note 1) Phase 2 Amount Amount Less 10%
Construction Only (Note 1,3) Holdback
or Base Document) Management
B.2.2 Site Construction
B22 BAH Batehwin-HiHs $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 BIJM Black Jack Peak $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 1,146,012 | $ 114601 | $ 1,031,411
B.2.2 BMT Bald Mountain $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ 473,456 | $ 47346 | $ 426,110
B.2.2 BRK BlueReek $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 BUR Burnt-Peak 3 -1 $ -1$ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2:2 BVG Beverly Glen $ -1$ -1 % -19 - $ - $ -
B.2.2 CCB Compton Court Building $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ 451,517 | $ 45,152 | $ 406,365
B22 CEP Century-Plaza $ -1$ -1 8 -1% - $ - $ -
B.2.2 CLM Claremont $ -19$ -1 $ -19 171,831 | $ 17,183 ] $ 154,648
B.2.2 CPK Castro Peak $ -1$ -1% -19% 641,071 | $ 64,107 | $ 576,964
B.2.2 DPK Dakin Peak $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 620,065 | $ 62,006 | $ 558,058
B22 ELSGDPD | ElSegunde-PD $ -3 1 E BE - |3 - |3 -
B.2.2 ENC1 Encinall Fire Camp $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 469,641 | $ 46,964 | $ 422,677
B.2.2 GRM Green Mountain $ -1 $ -1 $ -19$ 625,114 | $ 62,511 | $ 562,603
B.2.2 HPK Hauser Peak $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 599,484 | $ 59,948 | $ 539,536
B.22 JPK Johnstone Peak $ $ $ $ 01% 01$ 0
B22 LACKS28 528 3 -1$ -1 9% -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACFO56 FS 56 $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACFOE A $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 LACFO072 FS 72 $ -1$ 524,184 | $ 52,418 | $ 471,766
B22 LEACFOH 7 $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACKO84 LACFE4 $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 LACF091 FS91 $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 358,453 | $ 35,845 $ 322,608
B22 LEACFR99 FS99 $ -1 $ -1$ -19$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACFHS S48 $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACFH44 FS344 3 -1$ -1 9% -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 EACHHY FS-149 $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACFIS? FSA57 $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACF106 E5169 $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 EACFCROYS | EACFCERBY $ -1 $ -1$ -19$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 LACFDEL Del Valle Training $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 441981 | $ 44198 | $ 397,783
B22 LEAH LA City Hall $ -1 $ -1$ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 LBR LowerBlueRidge $ 1E 13 13 - |3 - |3 -
B.2.2 LDWP243 | DWP Sylmar Water Ladder $ -19$ -1 $ -19% 213691 | $ 21,369 | $ 192,322
B.2.2 MAM Magic-Mountain $ 1B 13 -1's K - |3 -
B.2.2 MDI Mount Disappointment $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ 660,485 | $ 66,048 | $ 594,436
B.2.2 MLE Mount Lee $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 499,969 | $ 49997 | $ 449,972
B.2.2 MLM Mira Loma Facility $ -19$ -1 $ -19% 574,787 | $ 57,479 $ 517,308
B.2.2 MMC Mount McDill $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 436,219 | $ 43622 | $ 392,597
B22 ML Mount-kukens $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 MFF MtTFhom 3 -1 $ -1$ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 MW Mount-Washington $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 MVS Monte Vista (Star Center) $ -19$ -1 $ -19$ 385,948 | $ 38,595 $ 347,354
B.2.2 OAT Oat Mountain OAT $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 507,627 | $ 50,763 | $ 456,864
B22 oME Oat-Mountatn- OMCE $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 ONK Oat Mountain Nike $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 375,048 | $ 37505 $ 337,543
B.2.2 PHN Puente Hills $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 205,959 | $ 20596 | $ 185,363
B.2.2 PRG Portal Ridge $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 549,474 1 $ 54947 | $ 494,526
B22 PSH Pomona-1620-Hillerast 3 $ $ $ $ $
B22 RBNBRD Redondo-Beach-PD $ -1 $ -1$ 337,720 | $ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 RHT Rolling Hills Transmit $ -19$ -1 $ -19 436,288 | $ 43629 | $ 392,659
B.2.2 RIH Rio Hondo $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 305,391 | $ 30,539 | $ 274,852
B22 RPVEQGL | Rancho-PalosVerde CityHal $ -3 -| s 1B - |3 K -
B.2:2 SAG San Augustine $ -1$ -1 % -19 - $ - $ -
B.2.2 SDW San Dimas $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 679,371 | $ 67,937 $ 611,434
B.2.2 SGH Signal Hill $ -1 $ -1 $ -19$ 350,623 | $ 35,062 | $ 315,561
B22 SRC San-Pedro-Hil $ -1$ -1$ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 SPN Saddle Peak $ -1$ -1 $ -19$ 478,716 | $ 478721 $ 430,845
B.2.2 SUN Sunset Ridge $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ 433,020 | $ 43,3021 $ 389,718
B.2:2 S\VP San Vicente Peak $ -1$ -1 % -19 - $ - $ -
B22 SWPR Southwest-Area-Station $ -1$ -1 3 -1$ - $ - $ -
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EXHIBIT C.3

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.3 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 2 - SITE CONSTRUCTION AND SITE MODIFICATION

Phase 2 Total
Deliverable/
i i . . Unilateral Option Contract Sum -
TaSk/N?Ctlon Site ID (Refer to Site Development r\%?rlui\ulf gigrf B for further detailes on the S Optlon Sum Incud:)ng Credits Payable Amount for | 10% Holdback Payable o
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, capacity and sizes of site components) Q. Cor?SL:;n for Site Project Qi) Phase 2 Amount Amount Less 10%
or Base Document) TElon Ol Management (Note 1,3) lelehiees
B.2.2 TOP Topanga Peak $ -1$ -1 $ -19% 559,263 | $ 55,926 | $ 503,337
B.2.2 TPK Tejon Peak $ -1$ -1% -19$ 590,720 | $ 59,0721 $ 531,648
B.2.2 TWR Tower Peak $ -19$ -1 $ -1% 623,539 | $ 62,354 | $ 561,185
B.2.2 VPC Merdugo-Peak-{eity) $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 WAD WalkerBrive $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 WMP Whitaker Middle Peak $ -19$ -1 $ -1$ 278512 | $ 27,8511 $ 250,661
B.2.2 WS1 100 Wilshire $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ 185,718 | $ 18,5721 $ 167,146
B.2.2 WTR Whitaker Ridge $ -1$ -19 -1$ 262,425 $ 26,243 | $ 236,183
B22 LAPDQ77 | 77TH-Street-Area-Complex $ -1$ -1 8 -1% - $ - $ .
B22 LAPDDVN | Devonshire-Area-station $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 FCCF L A County Fire Command $ -19$ -1 $ -1$ 186,715 | $ 18,671 $ 168,043
B22 LAPDVDGC | \aHeyDispateh-Center $ s T3 s I I )
Subtotal for Site Construction and Modifications Site Detail $ - $ . $ 337,720 | $ 16,302,317 | $ 1,630,232 | $ 14,672,085
ADDITIONAL SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 10)
B.2.2 Site Construction
B.2.2 APC Airport Courthouse $ -1$ -1 $ -1% 152,578 | $ 15,258 | $ 137,320
B.22 BCHCPRK | Beverly Hills"Coldwater Canyon-Park $ -1 -1 $ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 LACHL36 FS136 $ -1 $ -1$ -1$ - $ - $ -
B22 HAHE LA City Hall East $ -1$ -1 % -19$ - $ - $ -
B.2.2 OLlI Olinda $ -1$ -1 9 -19$ 187,439 | $ 18,744 | $ 168,695
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 10) $ -1$ -1$ -19$ 340,017 | $ 34,002 $ 306,015
ADDITIONAL SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 17)
B.2.2 Site Construction
B.2.2 AGH Agoura Hills $ -1 $ -19 -1$ 380,676 | $ 38,068 | $ 342,608
B.2.2 BUR1 Burnt Peak 1 $ -1$ -1 % -1$ 277,959 | $ 27,796 | $ 250,163
B.2.2 CCT Criminal Court (Foltz) $ -1 9 -1 $ -1$ 555,734 | $ 55,573 | $ 500,161
B.2.2 CRN Cerro Negro $ -1 $ -19 -1$ 489,467 | $ 48,947 | $ 440,520
B.2.2 FRP Frost Peak (Upper Blue Ridge) $ -19$ -1 $ -1% 660,485 | $ 66,049 | $ 594,437
B.2.2 GMT Grass Mountain $ -1$ -1 $ -19 2,021,991 | $ 202,199 | $ 1,819,792
B.2.2 H-17A H-17 Helipad $ -1 $ -19 -1$ 358,453 | $ 35,8451 $ 322,608
B.2.2 LARICSHQ | LA-RICS Headquarters $ -1$ -1 % -1$ 80,264 | $ 8,026 | $ 72,238
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
B.2.2 LASDTEM | Temple Station $ -1 $ -19 -1$ 297580 | $ 29,758 | $ 267,822
B.2.2 LPC Loop Canyon $ -1$ -1 $ -19 358,453 | $ 35845 | $ 322,608
B.2.2 LEPS Lower Encinal Pump Station $ -19$ -1 $ -19$ 451,070 | $ 45107 | $ 405,963
B.2.2 MIR Mirador $ -1 $ -19 -1$ 407516 | $ 40,752 | $ 366,764
B.2.2 MML Magic Mountain Link $ -1 $ -1 $ -19 476,231 | $ 47623 | $ 428,608
B.2.2 MTL2 Mount Lukens 2 $ -19$ -1 $ -1$ 346,967 | $ 34,697 | $ 312,270
B.2.2 PDC Pacific Design Center $ -19$ -1 $ -19$ 241,099 | $ 24110 $ 216,989
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
B.2.2 PLM Palmdale Station $ -1 $ -19 -1$ 187,257 | $ 18,726 | $ 168,531
B.2.2 PMT Pine Mountain $ -19$ -1 $ -1% 2,027,826 | $ 202,783 | $ 1,825,043
B.2.2 PWT Portshead Tank $ -19$ -1 $ -1$ 402,033 | $ 40,203 | $ 361,830
B.2.2 VPK Verdugo Peak County) $ -19$ -1 9 -1$ 474506 | $ 474511 $ 427,055
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 17) $ -19$ -1$ -19$ 10,495,567 | $ 1,049,557 | $ 9,446,010
Project Management Included | $ - $ - |8 - $ - $ -
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond 1 $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ 193,803 | $ - $ 193,803
Materials and Labor Bond Included | $ -1$ -1'$ -19 - $ - $ .
Total Lease Costs $ - N/A| $ -19 - $ - $ -
Base.22.2.2 Builder's Insurance 1 $ -19$ -1 $ -1$ 372599 | $ - $ 372,599
Base.22.2.1 Liability Insurance (General and Professional) 1 $ -19$ -1 $ -1$ 527,500 | $ - $ 527,500
B.2.2 Phase 2 Completion Acceptance $ 8,963,268 | $ 896,327 | $ 8,066,941
ADDITIONAL SITE (AMENDMENT NO. 21)
B.2.2 Site Construction
B.2.2 JPK2 Johnstone Peak - 2 $ -1$ -1 9 -1$ 475,958 | $ 47596 | $ 428,362
Subtotal for Additional Site (Amendment No. 21) $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ 475,958 | $ 4759 | $ 428,362
Total for Phase 2 - Site Construction and Modifications
(including Subtotals for Site Detail) $ - $ - $ 337,720 | $ 37,671,029 | $ 3,657,713 | $ 34,013,316
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EXHIBIT C.3 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

EXHIBIT C.3

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

PHASE 2 - SITE CONSTRUCTION AND SITE MODIFICATION

Deliverable/
Task/ Section

No.
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B,
or Base Document)

Site ID

Deliverable
(Refer to Site Development Matrix in Exhibit B for further detailes on the
capacity and sizes of site components)

Phase 2 Total

Qty.

Unilateral Option
Sum for Site
Construction Only

Unilateral Option
Sum Incuding
Project
Management

Credits
(Note 1)

Contract Sum -
Payable Amount for

Phase 2
(Note 1,3)

10% Holdback
Amount

Amount Less 10%

Payable

Holdback

Note 1: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nine, effective November 19, 2014, the Authority removed 1 LMR System Site for Phases 1 through 4. As such, Credits were realized in the amount of $646,001. However, the cost for preparing
Project Descriptions for 26 potential replacement sites in the amount of $303,524 was taken from the Credits. The remaining Credit balance of $342,477 is reserved for use for a future replacement site.

Note 2: Pursuant to Amendment No. Ten, effective February 17, 2015, Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Prices - Site Construction and Site Modification) was amended by Amendment No. 10 to reflect (a) the conversion of Unilateral Option
Sum to Contract Sum for for eight (8) LMR System Site currently contemplated in the Design and the addition of five (5) LMR System Sites; and (b) the removal of four (4) sites.

Note 3: Pursuant to Amendment No. Seventeen, thirty-four (34) LMR System Sites were removed from further consideration; nineteen (19) LMR System Sites were included as part of the LMR System; and Phase 2 Completion
Acceptance was included . In connection therewith, and in addition to all activites contemplated in this Phase 2, Unilateral Option Sums, not previosly exercised, were converted into Contract Sums.

Note 4: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nineteen, one (1) LMR System Site was removed from further consideration in Phases 1-4. Also, two (2) LMR System Sites were reconciled in Phases 2-4.
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EXHIBIT C.4 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

PHASE 3 - SUPPLY LMR SYSTEM COMPONENTS

EXHIBIT C4

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Deliverable/ Total Unilateral Equipment Total Contract Sum
Taskd ; - Option Sum for Purchase in : Credits Total Payable 10% Holdback | ©2yable Amount

Section No. Site ID Deliverable Equipment Phase 1 _ DTVRS ACVRS LARTCS NMDN Microwave (Note 2) Amount for Phase 3 Amount Less 10%
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Note 1) Credit per Site (Note L, 3.8) Holdback

Base Document) (Note 1,11)
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 Equipment Delivery
B32t6B-36 BAH BaldwirHiHs $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 BIM Black Jack Peak $ - $ (943, 771)] $ 917,609 1 $ 198,138 | $ 515,961 1 % 80,765 | $ 28,058 | $ - $ 796,760 1 $ 79,676 | $ 717,084
B.3.2t0B.3.6 BMT Bald Mountain $ - $ (525,736)] $ 482,925 | $ - $ 17163113 455091 % 36,032 13 - $ 736,097 | $ - $ 736,097
B32t6B-36 BRIK BlueRock $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB.36 BUR Burat-Peak $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t0-B-36 BVG Beverly-Glen $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 CCB Compton Court Building $ - $ (522,576)] $ 482,398 | $ 171,692 | $ - $ 80,244 | $ 36,176 | $ - $ 770510 | $ - $ 770,510
B32teB.36 === Century Plaza $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 CLM Claremont $ - $ - $ - $ 205,482 | $ 79,880 | $ 45,667 | $ 30,252 | $ - $ 361,282 1% 36,128 | $ 325,154
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 CPK Castro Peak $ = $ = $ 548,134 1 $ 318,690 1 $ 3814501 % 80,765 | $ 51,596 | $ 3 $ 1,380,635 | $ 138,064 | $ 1,242,572
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 DPK Dakin Peak $ - $ - $ 4835211 $ 198,377 | $ 4278131 $ 80,964 | $ 39,606 | $ - $ 1,230,281 1 % 123,028 | $ 1,107,253
B32teB.36 ELSGBPB | ElSegundoPRD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0B.3.6 ENC1 Encinal 1 (Fire Camp) $ - $ - $ 241,403 1 $ - $ 79,904 | $ 45,708 1 $ 27,363 13 - $ 3943791 $ 39,4381 9% 354,941
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 GRM Green Mountain $ s $ = $ 548,134 1 $ 231585] $ 302,182 1 % 45,708 | $ 64,1311 $ s $ 1,191,740 | $ 119,174 | $ 1,072,566
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 HPK Hauser Peak $ - $ (975,300)] $ 917,311 1% 145,772 | $ 296,409 1 % 455091 3% 46,7531 % - $ 1,451,754 1 $ - $ 1,451,754
B32teB36 IPK Johnstone-Reak $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
B32t0B36 LACFE28 | FS28 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB.36 LACFO56 | FS56 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t0-B-36 LACFO7E | FS#& $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LACF072 FS72 $ > $ = $ 546,319 1 $ 83,2521 % 210,233 | $ = $ 26,897 | $ > $ 866,701 1 $ 86,670 | $ 780,031
B32teB.36 LACFO7? | FS77 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t0-B-36 LACFO84 | FS84 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LACF091 FS 91 $ - $ - $ 176,055 1 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 176,055 1 $ 17,606 | $ 158,450
B32teB-36 LACFE9S | FS99 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB.36 HACFH19 | FS449 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t8-B-36 LACKH44 | FS144 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB-36 LACFL4S | FS 149 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB.36 LACFI57 | FS457 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t8-B-36 LACFI96 | FS469 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB-36 LACFCPO9 | cR9 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LACFDEL Del Valle Training $ - $ - $ 372,867 1 $ 91,9201 $ 164,574 | $ - $ 32590 | $ - $ 661,951 1% 66,195 | $ 595,756
B32t0-B-36 EAH LA Gty Hall Mot d $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t5-B-36 LBR LowerBlueRidge $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LDWP243 DWP Sylmar Water Ladder $ > $ = $ 431,751 1 $ 74,1851 $ 79,467 | $ 3 $ 27,8491 % > $ 613,252 | $ 3 $ 613,252
B32teB.36 MAM Magic-Mountain $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.210B.3.6 MDI Mount Disappointment $ - $ (1,060,761)] $ 548,133 | $ 2055191 % 426,740 | $ 123,657 | $ 30,6851 3% - $ 293,099 1 $ 29,310 | $ 263,789
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 MLE Mount Lee $ - $ (548,133)] $ 548,133 1 $ 262,589 | $ 3914021 % 123,657 ] $ 29,482 | $ - $ 807,129 1 % 80,7131 $ 726,416
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 MLM Mira Loma Facility $ > $ = $ 917,609 1 $ 121,774 | $ 39,7401 $ 80,764 | $ 31,324 | $ S $ 1,191,212 | $ 119,121 1 $ 1,072,091
B.3.2t0B.3.6 MMC Mount McDill $ - $ (497,000)] $ 483,223 1 $ - $ 295,046 | $ 80,765 ] $ 60,498 | $ - $ 422532 | $ 42,2531 % 380,279
B32t6B-36 MFE Meuirtbukens $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB.36 M- MountThom $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t0-B:3:6 MW Mount Washington $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
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EXHIBIT C.4 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

PHASE 3 - SUPPLY LMR SYSTEM COMPONENTS

EXHIBIT C4

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Deliverable/ Total Unilateral Equipment Total Contract Sum
TS : - Option Sum for | FUrehase in _ Credits | TotalPayable | 109 Holdback | F@Yable Amount

Section No. Site ID Deliverable Equipment Phase 1 ' DTVRS ACVRS LARTCS NMDN Microwave (Note 2) Amount for Phase 3 Amount Less 10%
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Note 1) Credit per Site (Note 1, 3,8) Holdback

Base Document) (Note 1,11)
B.3.2t0B.3.6 MVS Monte Vista (Star Center) $ -1 (482,444)| $ 482,444 | $ 354,930 | $ -1 80,245 | $ 30,352 | $ - |3 465,528 | $ 46,553 | $ 418,975
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 OAT Oat Mountain OAT $ - |s - |s 176,493 | $ 162,062 | $ $ - |3 80,168 | $ - |s 418,724 | $ 41,872 | $ 376,852
B32t6-B36 oMe Oat-Mountain OMGC $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 ONK Oat Mountain Nike $ - |3 - 1s 203,799 | $ -1 - |3 - |s 27471 | $ - |3 231,270 | $ 23,1271 % 208,143
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 PHN Puente Hills $ - 1 (564,196)| $ 524,774 | $ 365,910 | $ 297,006 | $ 80,565 | $ 32,899 | $ - 1 1,301,154 | $ - s 1,301,154
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 PRG Portal Ridge $ - | (497,000)| $ 483,223 | $ 92,357 | $ 132,679 | $ 45,708 | $ 54,116 | $ - | 327,945 | $ 32,795 | $ 295,151
B3:2te-B3:6 PSH Pomenad620-Hillerest $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 RDNBRD | Redondo-Beach-PD $ - |s -1 -1 - |3 - 1 - s - s 212620 % -1 - |3 -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 RHT Rolling Hills Transmit $ - 13 (943,771)] $ 917,609 | $ 237,432 | $ - 13 123,657 | $ 28,417 | $ - 13 395,364 | $ 39,536 | $ 355,828
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 RIH Rio Hondo $ -1 (943,464)| $ 917,311 | $ 383,845 | $ 109,525 | $ 80,566 | $ 32,59 | $ - |3 580,379 | $ 58,038 | $ 522,341
B32t6-B-36 RPVEOOL RanehoPatesVerde-Ciy-Hah $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t6-B3:6 SAG San-Augustine $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 SDW San Dimas $ - |3 - |s 525,073 | $ 232,167 | $ $ 80,765 | $ 45,368 | $ - |3 883,373 | $ 88,337 | $ 795,036
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 SGH Signal Hill"**? $ - |3 - |s 483,224 | $ - s $ - s 42,926 | $ - | 526,150 | $ 52,615 | $ 473,535
B3:2te-B3:6 SRS San-Pedro-Hil $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 SPN Saddle Peak™®? $ - |Is  (@002901)]$ 548,133 | $ 198,138 | $ 426,740 | $ 80,765 | $ 30,636 | $ -1 281512 | $ 28,151 | $ 253,361
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 SUN Sunset Ridge $ -1 (497,000)| $ - s 205,228 | $ 428,999 | $ 123,333 1 $ 35,984 | $ - |3 296,544 | $ 29,654 | $ 266,889
B3:2to-B3:6 SR SanMicente-Peak $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32t6-B3:6 SWR Seuthwest-Area-Station $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 TOP Topanga Peak®™? $ - |s - |Is  1002900]$ 231,585 | $ 79,904 | $ 45,708 | $ 39,457 | $ - |3 1,399,555 | $ 139,956 | $ 1,259,600
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 TPK Tejon Peak $ - |s - |s 483,224 | $ 144,298 | $ 211,208 | $ 45,708 | $ 43,043 | $ - |3 927,481 | $ 92,748 | $ 834,733
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 TWR Tower Peak $ - 1 (496,199)| $ 482,444 | $ 197,515 | $ 423935 | $ 45,189 1 $ 37,676 | $ - 1 690,561 | $ 69,056 | $ 621,504
B3:2te-B3:6 MRC Verdugo-Peak-{eity) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B3:2to-B3:6 WAD Walker-Drive $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 WMP Whitaker Middle Peak $ - 1 (496,165)| $ 482,412 | $ 92,033 | $ 423818 | $ 45,167 | $ 38,076 | $ - |3 221,741 | $ 22174 | $ 199,567
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 Ws1 100 Wilshire $ - | - |3 -1 197,561 | $ -1 - |s 75,330 | $ -1 272,892 | $ 27,289 | $ 245,602
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 WTR Whittaker Ridge $ -1 (496,165)| $ 482,412 | $ 205,032 | $ 79,580 | $ 80,224 | $ 42,956 | $ - |3 394,038 | $ 39,404 | $ 354,634
B32t6-B3:6 LARDO7? 77FH-Street-Area-Complex $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B32teB36 EAPDBWN | Devonshire-Areastation $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 FCCF L.A. County Fire Command $ - $ 548,134 | $ 334,775 | $ 136,826 | $ - s 109,185 | $ -1 1,128,920 | $ - s 1,128,920
B3.2t6B-36 LARDVDC | ValeyDispateh-Center $ - |3 - |s - |s - | - 1 - | - |3 - |3 - 1% a k -
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 FCCF_Core $ - |3 - |s 404,329 | $ -1 - | - | - |3 -1 404,329 | $ - s 404,329
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LAPDVDC_Core $ - 13 - 13 - 13 - 1% - 13 - 13 41,568 | $ - 13 41,568 | $ 41571 % 37,412
Site Equipment Subtotal $ - 1$ (11,492582)|$  17,793465|$ 5943844 | $ 6,612,654 |$ 1917279 |$ 1467518 |$ 212,620 | $ 24,534,395 | $ 1,812,838 | $ 22,721,557
B.3.2t0oB.3.6 Equipment Delivery
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 APC Airport Courthouse $ - 19 - |$ 177,033 | $ - | - |$ - | 36,176 | $ - |9 213,209 ] $ - 13 213,209
B-3:2t0-B-3:6 BCHGCPRK | BeverlyHills Coldwater Canyon-Park $ - 1s - Is - 1s - Is - $ - 1s - 1s - I3 - Is -
B32t0-B3:6 LACF136 | Fs136 $ - Is - Is - Is B - Is - Is - s - |s - |s - |s -
B32t0B36 LAHE LA City HaH-East V¢ $ - Is N E - |3 N E B E N E NE - |s - s 3 E -
B.3.2t0B.3.6 OLI Olinda $ ol - |$ 248,275 | $ 164,079 $ 31,324 $ 443678 | $ 44368 | $ 399,310
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 10) $ - |$ - |3 425,308 | $ 164,079 | $ - 1% - |s 67,500 | $ - 13 656,887 | $ 44,368 | $ 612,519
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EXHIBIT C4

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.4 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 3 - SUPPLY LMR SYSTEM COMPONENTS

Deliverable/ Total Unilateral Equipment Total Contract Sum
TS : - Option Sum for | FUrehase in _ Credits | TotalPayable | 109 Holdback | F@Yable Amount
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Equi Phase 1 DTVRS ACVRS LARTCS NMDN Microwave (Note 2) Less 10%
o N quipment . . Amount for Phase 3 Amount
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Note 1) Credit per Site (Note 1, 3,8) Holdback
Base Document) (Note 1,11)
ADDITIONAL SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 17)
B.3.2t0oB.3.6 Equipment Delivery
B.3.2t0B.3.6 AGH Agoura Hills $ - 13 - 13 - 1$ - 138 - 13 - | - 1% - 19 240,747 | $ 24075 | $ 216,672
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 BUR1 Burnt Peak 1 $ - 19 (563,761)] $ - 18 - |8 - 19 - |$ - |$ - 19 206,787 | $ 20,679 | $ 186,108
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 CCT Criminal Court (Foltz) $ - 13 - 19 547,631 | $ 101,375 | $ - 13 - 18 49,600 | $ - |$ 698,606 | $ - |3 698,606
B.3.2t0B.3.6 CRN Cerro Negro $ - |$ - |$ - 18 - |8 - 13 - |$ - 13 - |3 804,736 | $ 80,474 | $ 724,262
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 FRP Frost Peak (Upper Blue Ridge) $ N E (547,158)] $ - 18 N E - 13 - 13 - |3 - |8 330,312 | $ 33,031 | $ 297,281
B.3.2t0B.3.6 GMT Grass Mountain $ - 18 - 18 - |3 - | - 13 - | - 18 - 19 483,223 | $ 48,322 | $ 434,901
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 H-17A H-17 Helipad $ - |3 - |8 - |$ - |$ - 19 - |$ - 18 - 19 215,658 | $ 21,566 | $ 194,092
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LARICSHQ | LA-RICS Headquarters $ - |$ - |$ - 1% - | - 19 - |$ - 18 - 19 62,648 | $ 6,265 | $ 56,383
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LASDTEM | Temple Station $ - |3 - 18 218,743 | $ - |$ - 13 - |$ 43,430 | $ - |$ 262,173 | $ - 18 262,173
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LPC Loop Canyon $ - 18 (181,525)] $ - |$ - |$ - 19 - 1S - |$ - |$ 95,747 | $ 9,575 | $ 86,172
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 LEPS Lower Encinal Pump Station $ o K - 19 - 19 - 1% - 13 - 18 - 19 - 1% 823,549 | $ 82,355 | $ 741,194
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 MIR Mirador $ - |3 - |$ - |$ - |$ - 19 - |$ - 18 - 19 862,212 | $ 86,221 1 $ 775,991
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 MML Magic Mountain Link $ - 19 (547,298)| $ - 19 - 1% - |3 - 18 - 18 - 13 278,315 | $ 27,832 | $ 250,484
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 MTL2 Mount Lukens 2 $ - 13 943,771 $ - 13 - |s - 13 - |s - |s - |s 538,645 | $ 53,865 | $ 484,781
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 PDC Pacific Design Center $ - |$ - |8 - 18 - |$ - 19 - |$ - 18 - 19 742,588 | $ 74,259 | $ 668,329
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 PLM Palmdale Station $ - 13 - 19 1,512,367 | $ - 18 - 13 - 18 39,134 | $ - 13 1,551,502 | $ - |3 1,551,502
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 PMT Pine Mountain $ - $ - |8 - | - 13 - | - 18 - 19 483,223 | $ 48,322 | $ 434,901
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 PWT Portshead Tank $ - 193 - $ - 18 - |8 - |3 - 18 - 19 - 13 314,877 | $ 31,488 | $ 283,389
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 VPK Verdugo Peak County)™®? $ - 13 (522,426) $ - 13 - |8 - 13 - |3 - |s - 1s 1,011,415 | $ 101,142 | $ 910,274
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 17) $ (3,305,939)| $ 2,278,741 | $ 101,375 | $ - |3 - 19 132,164 | $ - |8 10,006,963 | $ 749,468 | $ 9,257,495
ADDITIONAL SITE (AMENDMENT NO. 21)
B.3.2t0 B.3.6 Equipment Delivery
B.3.21t0 B.3.6 JPK2 Johnstone Peak - 2 $ (497,000)] $ 483,223 1 $ 2055191 $ 426,740 1 $ 123,657 1 $ 43,712 | $ = $ 785,850 | $ 78,585 | $ 707,265
Subtotal for Additional Site (Amendment No. 21) $ o K (497,000)| $ 483,223 | $ 205,519 | $ 426,740 | $ 123,657 | $ 43,712 1 $ - 19 785,850 | $ 78,585 | $ 707,265
B.3.7 Consoles for LARTCS $ - 13 - |8 - 18 - 138 - 19 - |3 - 18 - 13 502,275 | $ 50,228 | $ 452,048
B.3.8 Logging Recorder $ - 13 - |$ - |s - |3 - 13 - |3 - |3 - |3 1,743,216 | $ - 13 1,743,216
B.3.9 System Management and Monitoring Subsystem | $ - 13 - 13 - 18 - 18 - 13 - |3 - 138 - 1% 445681 | $ 44568 | $ 401,113
B16 FCC Licensing "¢° $ - 13 - 13 - 18 - 18 - 19 - |3 - |s - 13 - 13 - $ -
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Core
B.3.10 Staging for SOT Prep $ - 13 - |3 - 1% - 18 - 13 - 18 - 13 - $ - $ -
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Core
B.3.10.1.DTVRS Staging for SOT Prep (DTVRS) $ - 1% - |3 - 13 - |3 - 13 - 1Is - |3 - |3 2344147 | $ 234,415 | $ 2,109,732
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Core
B.3.10.1.ACVRS Staging for SOT Prep (ACVRS) $ - 13 - 13 - 18 - |3 - 19 - |3 - 13 - 1% 746,582 | $ 74,658 | $ 671,924
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Core
B.3.10.1.LARTCS Staging for SOT Prep (LARTCS) $ - 13 - 13 - 18 - |3 - 19 - |3 - 13 - 1% 966,294 | $ 96,629 | $ 869,664
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Core
B.3.10.1.NMDN Staging for SOT Prep (NMDN) $ - 13 - 13 - 18 - 18 - 19 - |3 - 18 - 13 254,660 | $ 25,466 | $ 229,194
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Core
B.3.10.1.FINAL Staging for SOT Prep FINAL $ - 13 - 19 - 19 - 1% - 13 - 13 - 1% - 13 250,626 | $ 25,063 | $ 225,563
Pre-Installation Testing Acceptance - Balance of
B.3.10.2.BALANCE Sites by Site $ - 13 - 19 - 19 - |8 - 13 - 18 - 19 - 13 2,456,627 | $ 245,663 1 $ 2,210,964
Equipment Shipment: Credit for Portable Radio
Upgrades $ - 13 - 19 - 19 - |8 - 13 - 19 - 19 - 1% (361,900)] $ (36,190) $ (325,710)
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EXHIBIT C4

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.4 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 3 - SUPPLY LMR SYSTEM COMPONENTS

Deliverable/ Total Unilateral ES;'E;Q:T:] Total Contract Sum Pavable A t
Taskd i ; Option Sum for : Credits Total Payable 10% Holdback ayable Amoun
Section No. Site ID Deliverable Equipment Phase 1 DTVRS ACVRS LARTCS NMDN Microwave (Note 2) AT Brees & Amount Less 10%
(Exhibit A, Exhibit B, or (Note 1) Credit per Site Note1, 3, 8) Holdback
Base Document) (Note 1,11)
Performance Bond for Phase 3 - Supply LMR
Base.22.3.2 System Components $ - 13 - 13 - 1% - |8 - 13 - 18 - 18 - 18 474,041 $ 474,041
Total Lease Costs for Phase 3 - Supply LMR
System Components N/AL $ - 13 - 1% - |8 - 13 - 18 - 13 - 18 - $ - $ -
Base.22.2.1 Liability Insurance (General and Professional) $ - 19 - 19 - |8 - 1% = K - 18 - |$ - 1% 440,691 $ 440,691
Total for Phase 3 - Supply LMR System Components: $ - |$ (15295521)|$ 20,980,737 | $ 6,414,817 | $ 7,039,394 | $ 2,040,935 | $ 1,710,894 | $ 212,620 | $ 46,247,035 1 $ 3,445,758 | $ 42,801,277

Note 1: Pursuant to Amendment No. Three, effective as of December 19, 2013, (a) Contractor's provision and implementation of certain equipment reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment
No. Three, was moved from Phases 3 and 4 to Phase 1; and (b) Contractor was engaged to provide and implement under Phase 1, certain additional equipment reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by
Amendment No. Three, (the equipment described in clauses (a) and (b) is collectively referred to as the ""Specified Equipment™).

In connection therewith, (i) a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $4,362,681 was moved from Schedules C.4 (Schedule of Payments Phase 3 — Supply LMR System Components) and C.5 (Schedule of Payments Phase 4 — System Implementation) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) to
Schedule C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum; and (ii) a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $1,285,230 was
added to Schedule C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 2: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nine, effective November 19, 2014, the Authority removed 1 LMR System Site for Phases 1 through 4. As such, Credits were realized in the amount of $646,001. However, the cost for preparing Project Descriptions for 26 potential replacement sites in
the amount of $303,524 was taken from the Credits. The remaining Credit balance of $342,477 is reserved for use for a future replacement site.

Note 3: Pursuant to Amendment No. Ten, effective February 17, 2015, Exhibit C.3 (Schedule of Prices - Supply LMR System Components) was amended by Amendment No. 10 to reflect the conversion of Unilateral Option Sum to Contract Sum for (a) the conversion of Unilateral Option
Sum to Contract Sum for for eight (8) LMR System Site currently contemplated in the Design and the addition of five (5) LMR System Sites; and (b) the removal of four (4) sites.

Note 4: Credit in the amount of $547,158 for LAH was moved to LAHE in Amendment No. 10 for recordkeeping purposes.
Note 5: Pursuant to Amendment No. Eleven, effective April 28, 2015, Exhibit C.3 (Schedule of Prices - Supply LMR System Components) was amended by Amendment No. 11 to reflect the a credit in the amount of $547,158 that was moved from LAH to LAHE in Amendment No. 10.

Note 6: Pursuant to Amendment No. Twelve, effective August 27, 2015, Exhibit C.3 (Schedule of Prices - Supply LMR System Components) was amended by Amendment No. 12 to shift FCC Licensing costs to Phase 1, in the amount of $284,041.

Note 7: Pursuant to Amendment No. Sixteen, effective December 23, 2015, the Authority removed thirty-one (31) LMR System Sites for Phase 1. As such, Credits were realized in the amount of $1,132,374. However, adding seventeen (17) new LMR System Sites to Phase 1 in the amount
of $635,537 will be taken from the credited amount of $1,132,374, bringing the total amount of credits down to $363,599 (inclusive of Phase 1 Work performed for 75% drawings and building permits in the amount of $133,238) and shall be reflected in the Whitaker Middle Peak site in
Phase 3. The remaining Credit balance of $363,599 is reserved for use for a future replacement site(s).

Note 8: Pursuant to Amendment No. Seventeen, thirty-four (34) LMR System Sites were removed from further consideration; nineteen (19) LMR System Sites were included as part of the LMR System; and Phase 3 Completion Acceptance was included . In connection therewith, and in
addition to all activites contemplated in this Phase 3, Unilateral Option Sums, not previosly exercised, were converted into Contract Sums.

Note 9: Pursuant to Amendment No. Seventeen, a credit in the amount of $1,002,901 was transferred from Baldwin Hills (BAH) to Saddle Peak (SPN); a credit in the amount of $547,298 was trasferred from Mount Lukens (MTL) to Signal Hill (SGH); a credit in the amount of $522,426
was transferred from Verdugo Peak City (VPC) to Verdugo Peak County (VPK); and a credit in the amount of $547,158 was transferred from LACity Hall East (LAHE) to Topanga Peak (TOP).

Note 10: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nineteen, one (1) LMR System Site was removed from further consideration in Phases 1-4. Also, two (2) LMR System Sites were reconciled in Phases 2-4.

Note 11: Pursuant to Amendment No. Twenty-One, credit in the amount of $563,761 from CPK was moved to BURL, credit in the amount of $943,771 from MLM was moved to MTL2, credit in the amount of $181,525 from OAT was moved to LPC, credit in the amount 0f$497,000 from
SDW was moved to SUN, credit in the amount of $547,298 from SGH was moved to MML, credit in the amount of $547,158 from TOP was moved to FRP, credit in amount of $497,000 from TPK was moved to MDI.

Exhibit C.4 (Supply LMR System Components) Exhibit C.1 (Page 4 of 4) LA-RICS LMR Agreement

AGENDA ITEM F - ENCLOSURE 1



EXHIBIT C.5

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

EXHIBIT C.5 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 4 - LMR SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

Phase 4 Total
Dellvergble/ e _ ) Unilateral Option Sum
/Se_ctlon_No. Site ID Deliverable Unilateral Optlon for Acceptance Including Contract Sum - 10% Holdback Payable Amount
(EXhBIZISte AD, (I)E;(uhr:]k:elrt]t?’ or Qty. Sum for Site Project Management Payable Amount for Amount Less 10%
Installation Only (Note 1) Phase 4 Holdback

B.4.2.2 Site Installation Test Acceptance
B4.22 BAH Baldwin-HiHs $ $ - 19 -19 - |$ -
B.4.2.2 BJM Black Jack Peak $ $ - |$ 224415 | $ 22,441 | $ 201,973
B.4.2.2 BMT Bald Mountain $ $ - |$ 139,685 | $ 13,968 | $ 125,716
B4.22 BRK BlueReek $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 BUR Burnt-Peak $ $ - 19 - |$ - 1% -
B4.22 BvVG Beverly-Glen $ $ - |$ - |$ - 1% -
B.4.2.2 CCB Compton Court Building $ $ - |$ 97,624 | $ 9,762 | $ 87,862
B42:2 CEP Century Plaza $ $ - 1$ - |$ - |$ -
B.4.2.2 CLM Claremont $ $ - |$ 73,209 | $ 7321 | $ 65,888
B.4.2.2 CPK Castro Peak $ $ - 13 171,152 | $ 17,115 | $ 154,037
B.4.2.2 DPK Dakin Peak $ $ - 19 200,523 | $ 20,052 | $ 180,471
B4.22 ELSGBPD | ElSegundePb $ $ - |$ - |9 - |9 -
B.4.2.2 ENC1 Encinal 1 (Fire Camp) $ $ - 19 86,186 | $ 8,619 | $ 77,568
B.4.2.2 GRM Green Mountain $ $ - |$ 160,697 | $ 16,070 | $ 144,627
B.4.2.2 HPK Hauser Peak $ $ - 19 169,859 | $ 16,986 | $ 152,873
s — debrsioneea $ $ $ o-1-$ o =
B4.22 LACFO28 | FS28 $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 LACFO56 | FS56- $ $ - 19 - 19 - |$ -
B4.22 LACFO7E | FSH- $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B.4.2.2 LACF072 FS 72 $ $ - |$ 98,585 | $ 9,858 | $ 88,726
B4.22 LACFO7F? | FS7F $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 LACF084 | FS84 $ $ - 19 - 19 - |$ -
B.4.2.2 LACF091 FS91 $ $ - 19 42,234 | $ 4223 | $ 38,010
B4.22 LACF099 | FS99- $ $ - 19 01$% - |$ -
B4.22 EACFHS | FSH19- $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 LACF144 | FS144- $ $ - 19 - 19 - |$ -
B4.22 EACFH49 | FS149 $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 LACF157 | FS457 $ $ - 19 - 19 - |$ -
B4.22 LACKF196 | FS169- $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B422 LACFCPROS | €R9 $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B.4.2.2 LACFDEL | Del Valle Training $ $ - |$ 68,482 | $ 6,848 | $ 61,634
B4.22 EAH EA-City Halt $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 EBR LowerBlue Ridge $ $ - 19 - 19 - |$ -
B.4.2.2 LDWP243 DWP Sylmar Water Ladder $ $ - 1% 70,592 1 $ 7,059 | $ 63,532
B4.22 MAM Magic-Meuntain $ $ - 19 - 19 - |$ -
B.4.2.2 MDI Mount Disappointment $ $ - |$ 210,952 | $ 21,095 | $ 189,856
B.4.2.2 MLE Mount Lee $ $ - |$ 225,470 |1 $ 22547 | $ 202,923
B.4.2.2 MLM Mira Loma Facility $ $ - 1% 122,899 | $ 12,290 | $ 110,609
B.4.2.2 MMC Mount McDill $ $ - |$ 172,391 | $ 17,239 | $ 155,152
B422 MTL Mountbukens $ $ - |$ - |$ - |9 -
B4.22 MFF MeuntTFhom $ $ -19 - 19 - |$ -
B422 MTW Mount-\Washington $ $ -1$ - |$ - |$ -
B.4.2.2 MV'S Monte Vista (Star Center) $ $ -19 99,553 | $ 9,955 | $ 89,598
B.4.2.2 OAT Oat Mountain OAT $ $ -19 31,374 | $ 3137 | $ 28,236
B4.22 oMC Oat-Meountain-OMCS $ $ -19 - 19 - |$ -
B.4.2.2 ONK Oat Mountain Nike $ $ -19 99,110 | $ 9,911 | $ 89,199
B.4.2.2 PHN Puente Hills $ $ -19 165,029 | $ 16,503 | $ 148,526
B.4.2.2 PRG Portal Ridge $ $ -19 129,425 | $ 12,942 | $ 116,482
B422 PSH Pemona-1620-Hilerest $ $ $ $ $
B.4.2.2 RDNBPB | RedondoBeachPRB $ $ -19 - 19 - |$ -
B.4.2.2 RHT Rolling Hills Transmit $ $ -19 136,626 | $ 13,663 | $ 122,964
B.4.2.2 RIH Rio Hondo $ $ -19 151,648 | $ 15,165 | $ 136,483
B4.22 RPV/EOOL | RanchePales\erde City Hall $ $ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B422 SAG San-Augustine $ $ -19 - 19 - 1$ -
B.4.2.2 SDW San Dimas $ $ -19 118,369 | $ 11,837 | $ 106,532
B.4.2.2 SGH Signal Hill $ $ -19 80,521 | $ 8,052 | $ 72,469
B4.22 SPC San-Pedro-Hilt $ $ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B.4.2.2 SPN Saddle Peak $ $ -19 200,031 1 $ 20,003 | $ 180,028
B.4.2.2 SUN Sunset Ridge $ $ -19 143,789 | $ 14379 | $ 129,410
B4.22 SR San-Viecente-Peak $ $ -19 - 19 - |$ -
B42:2 SWP Southwest-Area Station $ $ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B.4.2.2 TOP Topanga Peak $ $ -19 142,673 | $ 14,267 | $ 128,405
B.4.2.2 TPK Tejon Peak $ $ -19% 153,478 | $ 15,348 | $ 138,131
B.4.2.2 TWR Tower Peak $ $ -19 179,547 | $ 17,955 | $ 161,592
B4.22 VRC Merdugo-Peak{City) $ $ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B422 WAD WalkerBrive $ $ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B.4.2.2 WMP Whitaker Middle Peak $ $ -19 174,731 1 $ 17,473 | $ 157,258
B.4.2.2 Ws1 100 Wilshire $ $ -19 87,459 | $ 8,746 | $ 78,713
B.4.2.2 WTR Whittaker Ridge $ $ -19 117,591 | $ 11,759 | $ 105,832
B4.22 LARDBOA | +H-Street-Area-Complex $ $ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B42.2 LAPDDVN | Devenshire-Areastation $ $ -1$ - 19 - |$ -
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EXHIBIT C.5 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 4 - LMR SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

EXHIBIT C.5

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Deliverable/Task

Phase 4 Total

Unilateral Option Sum

ADDITIONAL SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 10)

/Se_ction_No. Site ID Deliverable Unilateral Option for Acceptance Including Contract Sum - 10% Holdback Payable Amount
(Exr;slste AD, Ecxuhr:]belrtu& or Qty. Sum for Site Project Management Payable Amount for Amount Less 10%
) Installation Only (Note 1) Phase 4 Holdback
B.4.2.2 FCCF L.A. County Fire Command $ -1$ -19 215,429 | $ 21543 | $ 193,886
B422 LEARBVDE | ValleyBispatch-Center $ -1$ -19 - 1$ - |$ -
Phase 4 Subtotals Phase 4 - LMR System Implementation Per Site Detail $ -1$ -1$ 4,761,337 | $ 476,134| $ 4,285,203

ADDITIONAL SITES (AMENDMENT NO. 17)

B.4.2.2 Site Installation Test Acceptance

B.4.2.2 APC Airport Courthouse $ -1 -19 39,361 | $ 3,936 | $ 35,425
B42.2 BCHCPRK | BeverlyHills-Coldwater Canyon-Park $ -1$ -1$ - |$ - |$ -
B422 LACF136 | FS136 $ -1$ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
B422 LAHE LA Gity Hall-East $ 1B K N E - |s -
B.4.2.2 OLlI Olinda $ -1s -1s 60,600 | $ 6,060 | $ 54,540
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 10) $ - | S - |3 99,961 | $ 9,99 | $ 89,965

ADDITIONAL SITE (AMENDMENT NO. 21)

B.4.2.2 Site Installation Test Acceptance
B.4.2.2 AGH Agoura Hills $ -1 $ -1% 50,009 | $ 5001 1% 45,008
B.4.2.2 BUR1 Burnt Peak 1 $ 13 -13 178,515 | $ 17,852 | $ 160,664
B.4.2.2 CCT Criminal Court (Foltz) $ 13 -3 88.854 | $ 8,885 | $ 79,969
B.4.2.2 CRN Cerro Negro $ -1 $ -1$ 94,813 | $ 9,481 | $ 85,332
B.4.2.2 FRP Frost Peak (Upper Blue Ridge) $ -1 $ -1% 210,218 | $ 21,022 | $ 189,196
B.4.2.2 GMT Grass Mountain $ -1 $ -1% 65,679 | $ 6,568 | $ 59,111
B.4.2.2 H-17A H-17 Helipad $ -1 $ -1% 45,737 | $ 4574 1% 41,163
B.4.2.2 LARICSHQ | LA-RICS Headquarters $ -1$ -1% 93,778 | $ 9,378 | $ 84,400
B.4.2.2 LASDTEM | L iff i $ -1 $ -1 45,805

4.2. os Angeles County Sheriff's Department Temple Station $ 4581 | $ 41,225
B.4.2.2 LPC Loop Canyon $ -1$ -1$ 51,893 | $ 5189 | $ 46,704
B.4.2.2 LEPS Lower Encinal Pump Station $ -1 $ -1$ 87,347 | $ 8,735 | $ 78,612
B.4.2.2 MIR Mirador $ -1% -1$ 123518 | $ 12,352 | $ 111,166
B.4.2.2 MML Magic Mountain Link $ -1% -1$ 217,931 1 $ 21,793 | $ 196,138
B.4.2.2 MTL2 Mount Lukens 2 $ -1 $ -1% 214,060 | $ 21,406 | $ 192,654
B.4.2.2 PDC Pacific Design Center $ -1 % -1% 102,627 | $ 10,263 | $ 92,364

LCos Angeles County Sheriff's Department Palmdale

B.4.2.2 PLM Station $ |3 | ® 48,384 | 4 4,838 | 3 43,546
B.4.2.2 PMT Pine Mountain $ -1 $ -1% 65,679 | $ 6,568 | $ 59,111
B.4.2.2 PWT Portshead Tank $ -1% -1$ 61,450 | $ 6,145 | $ 55,305
B.4.2.2 VPK Verdugo Peak County $ 13 13 119,052 | $ 11,905 | $ 107,147
Subtotal for Additional Sites (Amendment No. 17) $ - 1% - 13 1,965,349 | $ 196,535 | $ 1,768,814

B.4.2.2 Site Installation Test Acceptance

B.4.2.2 JPK2 Johnstone Peak - 2 $ o -13 197,335 | $ 19,734 | $ 177,602
Subtotal for Additional Site (Amendment No. 21) $ - 1% - 13 197,335 | $ 19,734 | $ 177,602
B.4.1.1.15 Consoles 9 $ -19 -19 58,462 | $ 5846 | $ 52,616
B.4.1.1.1.5 Logging Recorder 1 $ -1 $ -1$ 6,496 | $ - |$ 6,496
B.4.1.1.1.7 System Management and Monitoring Subsystem 1 $ -19 - | Included in Phase 3

B.1.15 Inventory and Maintenance Tracking Subsystem $ -1 $ - | Included in Phase 3

B.4.3 Training $ -1$ - | Included

B.4.1.2 Spares and Test Equipment 1 $ -1$ - | Included

B.4.2 Acceptance Testing 1 $ -1$ -

B.4.2.3 Functional Test Acceptance 1 $ -19 -19 423,142 | $ 42,314 | $ 380,828
B.4.2.4 Special Operational Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 1,375,212 | $ 137,521 | $ 1,237,690
B.4.2.5 Voice System Testing Acceptance 1 $ -19 -19 528,928 | $ 52,893 | $ 476,035
B.4.2.6 Stress Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -1$ 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.8 Voice Wide Area Coverage Test Acceptance $ -1$ -

B.4.2.8.Zone 1 Basin Zone Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 $ -1$ 846,284 | $ 84,628 | $ 761,656
B.4.2.8.Zone 2 Northern Desert Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -19 -19 740,499 | $ 74,050 | $ 666,449
B.4.2.8.Zone 3 Angeles National Forest Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19$ 634,713 | $ 63,471 | $ 571,242
B.4.2.8.Zone 4 Santa Monica Mountains Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 423,142 | $ 42314 | $ 380,828
B.4.2.8.Zone 5 CA-14 Corridor Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 423,142 | $ 42,314 | $ 380,828
B.4.2.8.Zone 6 Foothills Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 423,142 | $ 42,314 | $ 380,828
B.4.2.8.Zone 7 Catalina Island Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19 317,357 | $ 31,736 | $ 285,621
B.4.2.9 Voice Aerial Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -1$ 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.10 Voice Waterway Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19 211,571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.13 Voice Railway Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 211571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.14 Voice Freeway Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.15 Voice Subscriber Access Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.17 Voice System Burn-in Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.18.1 NMDN Throughput Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -1$ 528,928 | $ 52,893 | $ 476,035
B.4.2.18.2 NMDN Wide Area Coverage Test Acceptance $ -1$ -
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EXHIBIT C.5 - SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
PHASE 4 - LMR SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

EXHIBIT C.5

Agreement No. LA-RICS 007 - Amended and Restated under Amendment No. 21

Phase 4 Total
Dellvergble/ e _ ) Unilateral Option Sum
/Sgctlon.No. Site ID Deliverable Unilateral Option for Acceptance Including Contract Sum - 10% Holdback Payable Amount
(EXhE;b't AE’)Eth:]b'rtnBv o Qty. Sum for Site Project Management Payable Amount for Armount Less 10%
ase Document) Installation Only (Note 1) Phase 4 Holdback

B.4.2.18.2.Zone 1 Basin Zone Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -1$ 528,928 | $ 52,893 | $ 476,035
B.4.2.18.2.Zone 2 Northern Desert Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -19 -19% 423,142 | $ 42,314 | $ 380,828
B.4.2.18.2.Zone 3 Angeles National Forest Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19$ 423,142 | $ 42,314 | $ 380,828
B.4.2.18.2.Zone 4 Santa Monica Mountains Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -19 -19% 211571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.18.2.Zone 5 CA-14 Corridor Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 211571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.18.2.Zone 6 Foothills Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -19 -19% 211571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.18.2.Zone 7 Catalina Island Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 $ -1$ 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.18.5 NMDN Data Aerial Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -1% 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207

B.4.2.18.6 NMDN Fire Stn & Parking Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1% -19 - 19 - |$ -
B.4.2.18.7 NMDN Freeway Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -1% 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.18.8 NMDN Waterway Coverage Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19 211571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.18.9 NMDN Projected Load Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 211571 | $ 21,157 | $ 190,414
B.4.2.18.10 NMDN CAD Baseline System Test Acceptance 1 $ -1 -19% 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207
B.4.2.18.11 NMDN Burn-in Test Acceptance 1 $ -1$ -19 105,786 | $ 10,579 | $ 95,207

B.4.4.1 Final Migration/Cutover Plan Delivered $ -19 - | Included $ - 1$ -

B.4.5 Final System Support Plan Delivered $ -1 $ - | Included $ - |9 -

B.4.6 Final Disaster Recovery Plan Delivered $ -19 - | Included $ - |$ -

B.4.7 Final Special Event Plans Delivered $ -1 $ - | Included $ - |9 -

As provided for in

B.4.8/Base.11.2.1 Final LMR System Acceptance $ -1$ - |Base.11.2.1 $ - |9 -

B.4.9 Final Warranty Plan Delivered $ -1$ - | Included $ - |9 -
Credit for Services Performed in Phase 1 1 $ -1 -19 (765,576) | $ (76,558)] $ (689,018)

Project Management 1 $ -1$ - | Included as Reflected | $ - |$ -
Base.22.3.2 Performance Bond 1 $ -19 -19% 99,722 | $ - 1% 99,722

Total Lease Costs $ -1$ -1$ - |$ - |9 -
Base.22.2.1 Liability Insurance (Professional and General) 1 $ -1 -19% 527,500 $ 527,500
B.4.10 Phase 4 Completion Acceptance $ -19 -19$ 10,241,502 | $ 1,024,150 | $ 9,217,352
Total for Phase 4 - LMR System Implementation: $ -1 9 -1$ 27,770,638 | $ 2,713,692 $ 25,056,946

Note 1: Pursuant to Amendment No. Three, effective as of December 19, 2013, (a) Contractor's provision and implementation of certain equipment reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of
Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, was moved from Phases 3 and 4 to Phase 1; and (b) Contractor was engaged to provide and implement under Phase 1, certain additional equipment reflected in Exhibit C.2 (Schedule of Payments
Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, (the equipment described in clauses (a) and (b) is collectively referred to as the "Specified Equipment').

In connection therewith, (i) a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $4,362,681 was moved from Schedules C.4 (Schedule of Payments Phase 3 — Supply LMR System Components) and C.5 (Schedule of Payments Phase 4 — System Implementation)
to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments) to Schedule C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, and thereafter such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a
Contract Sum; and (ii) a Unilateral Option Sum in the amount of $1,285,230 was added to Schedule C.2 (Schedule of Payments Phase 1 — System Design) to Exhibit C (Schedule of Payments), as amended by Amendment No. Three, and thereafter
such Unilateral Option Sum was converted to a Contract Sum.

Note 2: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nine, effective November 19, 2014, the Authority removed 1 LMR System Site for Phases 1 through 4. As such, Credits were realized in the amount of $646,001. However, the cost for preparing Project
Descriptions for 26 potential replacement sites in the amount of $303,524 was taken from the Credits. The remaining Credit balance of $342,477 is reserved for use for a future replacement site.

Note 3: Pursuant to Amendment No. Ten, effective February 17, 2015, Exhibit C.4 (Schedule of Prices - LMR System Implementation) was amended by Amendment No. 10 to reflect the conversion of Unilateral Option Sum to Contract Sum for (a)
the conversion of Unilateral Option Sum to Contract Sum for for eight (8) LMR System Site currently contemplated in the Design and the addition of five (5) LMR System Sites; and (b) the removal of four (4) sites.

Note 4: Pursuant to Amendment No. Eleven, effective April 28, 2015, Exhibit C.4 (Schedule of Prices - LMR System Implementation) was amended by Amendment No. 11 to reflect the project administration costs for one (1) LMR System Site.

Note 5: Pursuant to Amendment No. Seventeen, thirty-four (34) LMR System Sites were removed from further consideration; nineteen (19) LMR System Sites were included as part of the LMR System; and Phase 4 Completion Acceptance was
included . In connection therewith, and in addition to all activites contemplated in this Phase 4, Unilateral Option Sums, not previosly exercised, were converted into Contract Sums.

Note 6: Pursuant to Amendment No. Eleven, effective April 28, 2015, Exhibit C.4 (Schedule of Prices - LMR System Implementation) was amended by Amendment No. 11 to reflect the project administration costs for one (1) LMR System Site.

Note 7: Pursuant to Amendment No. Nineteen, one (1) LMR System Site was removed from further consideration in Phases 1-4. Also, two (2) LMR System Sites were reconciled in Phases 2-4.
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL INTEROPERABLE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM (LA-RICS) LAND MOBILE RADIO
(LMR) SYSTEM FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR SITE
JOHNSTONE PEAK -2

October 2016
INTRODUCTION

On March 29, 2016, the Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System (LA-RICS)
Authority’s Board of Directors (Board) certified the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the LA-RICS
Land Mobile Radio (LMR) System (State Clearinghouse Number 2014081025); adopted a Mitigation
Monitoring Plan (MMP) as a condition of project approval; adopted Findings of Fact (Findings) and
Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Project; and authorized the Authority to proceed with
design, construction, implementation, operation, and maintenance of LMR infrastructure at 44 LMR
sites.

The EIR analyzed several alternative sites that were not ultimately selected by the Authority. Included
among these alternative sites was Johnstone Peak - 2 (JPK2), which was identified in the EIR as an
alternate site to Johnstone Peak - 1 (JPK). Sites JPK and JPK2 are adjacent locations within approximately
200 feet of each other in the Johnstone Peak Communication Site as designated in the Angeles National
Forest Land Management Plan. The Authority selected Site JPK because it is closer to the existing Los
Angeles County communications facility and is located closer to a power source than Site JPK2. Further,
selection of Site JPK would avoid the slightly greater biological resource impacts associated with
construction of Site JPK2. However, pursuant to the EIR and the previously adopted Findings, neither site
is environmentally superior to the other.

Since the March 29, 2016, project approval, site design has progressed. The site design team has
identified that Site JPK has a steep grade and that installation on this site would require substantial
earth moving and construction of a retaining wall. By contrast, Site JPK2 is flatter, and its use would
require much less earthwork. Communications coverage provided by each of the sites would be the
same. For these reasons, the Board is now authorizing the Authority to proceed with design,
construction, implementation, operation, and maintenance at site JPK2 instead of site JPK.

Because JPK2 was not included in the Findings previously adopted by the Board, this document provides
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
for Site JPK2.

1
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CEQA FINDINGS FOR SITE JPK2
Selection of SITE JPK2 instead of JPK

Finding: The Authority now finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations make Site JPK infeasible.

Rationale for Finding: Because Site JPK2 is flatter than Site JPK, selection of Site JPK2 would require less
grading and would eliminate the need for construction of a retaining wall as would be required at Site
JPK. Although proposed activity at JPK2 has a potential for slightly greater biological resource impacts
than at JPK due to its closer proximity to wetlands off site, best management practices (BMPs) to control
erosion and sedimentation of excavated soil from stormwater runoff, specifically BMPs 8 through 16 as
listed in Appendix C of the EIR, would be implemented as part of the proposed Project actions to avoid
impacts to wetlands. As summarized in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR and analyzed resource-by-resource in
the EIR, all other environmental impacts at both of these sites would be similar, and neither site was
identified as environmentally superior to the other in the EIR. Mitigation measures identified in the EIR
to reduce impacts to less than significant are the same for both sites and mitigation measures identified
for Site JPK in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan that was adopted by the Board on March 29, 2016, are
applicable to Site JPK2.

Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Determined to be Less Than Significant or No Impact

Aesthetics
AES-1: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.1
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas.

AES-2: Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impact.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.1
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not substantially damage scenic resources.

AES-3: Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.
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Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.1
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not substantially degrade existing visual quality or character at this site or its
surroundings.

AES-4: Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rational for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.1 and
the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which are
incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site JPK2 would

not create a new substantial source of light or glare.

Air Quality
AQ-1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2
and site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not conflict

with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

AQ-2: Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2
and site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not violate any

air quality standard or contribute substantially to any air quality violation.

AQ-3: Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts during operation.
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Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2
and site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not result in

cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.
AQ-4: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
AQ-5: Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not result in objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.

Biological Resources

BIO-2: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.3
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

BIO-3: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.3
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
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which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not
result in substantial adverse effects on federally protected wetlands.

BIO-4: Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.3
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

BIO-6: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.3
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Cultural Resources

CUL-1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.4
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

CUL-2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.4
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
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which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site
JPK2 would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource.

CUL-3: Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.4
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would have no impact on unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features.

CUL-4: Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal
cemeteries?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.4
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would have no impacts on any human remains, including those interred outside formal
cemeteries.

CUL-5: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.4
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not impact Tribal cultural resources as defined in PRC Section 21074.

Geolo Soils

GEO-1: Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
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Landslides?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault and seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; less than significant
impacts for strong seismic ground shaking during operation; and less than significant for
landslides during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.5
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not

expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury,
or death, associated with faults, strong seismic shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or
landslides. Construction of this site would not expose people or structures to potential rupture
of a known earthquake fault, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides.

GEO-2: Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.5
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil.

GEO-3: Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Findings: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.5
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not be
located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the
project.

GEO-4: Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.5
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site
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JPK2 would not create substantial risks to life and property due to expansive soils identified in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

Green House Gases

GHG-1: Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.6
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

directly or indirectly generate greenhouse gases (GHGs) that would result in a significant impact
on the environment.

GHG-2: Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.6
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG
emissions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-1: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

create a significant hazard to the public or environment through routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials.

HAZ-2: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.
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Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions resulting in a release of hazardous materials into the
environment.

HAZ-3: Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

emit hazardous emissions. The use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials, substances,
or wastes will comply with federal, state, and local regulations.

HAZ-4: Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. The Project, at site JPK2, would not be constructed

or operated on hazardous material sites listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

HAZ-5: For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not result in a safety hazard for people because the site is not located within 2 miles
of a public airport or public use airport.

HAZ-6: For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.
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Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

result in a safety hazard for people because the site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

HAZ-7: Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or
evaluation plan.

HAZ-8: Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.7
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires.

Hydrology / Water Quality

WQ-1: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this site would not
violate any water quality standard or waste discharge requirement.

WQ-2: Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
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Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge.

WQ-3: Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

substantially alter existing drainage patterns of the site or area that would result in substantial
erosions or siltation on or off site.

WQ-4: Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

substantially alter existing drainage patterns of the site or area that would substantially increase
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site.

WQ-5: Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

create or contribute to runoff water which would exceed capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
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WQ-6: Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

WaQ-7: Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows.

WQ-8: Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury, or death involving flooding.

WaQ-9: Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death from inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.8
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Land Use

LU-1: Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?
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Noise

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.9
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

LU-2: Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.9
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

conflict with any applicable HCP or NCCP.

NOI-1: Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.10
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

expose persons to generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies.

NOI-2: Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.10
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

expose persons to or the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels.

NOI-3: Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.
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Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.10
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above levels
existing without the project.

NOI-4: For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.10
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels.

NOI-5: For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.10
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels.

Recreation

REC-1: Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.11
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities.
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Transportation / Traffic

TRANS-1: Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and nonmotorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.12
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system.

TRANS-2: Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.12
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

conflict with an applicable congestion management program.

TRANS-3: Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.12
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not result in a change in air traffic patterns.
TRANS-4: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.12
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation of the Project at site

JPK2 would not result in inadequate emergency service.
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Utilities / Service Systems

UTL-1: Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result no impacts during operation.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.13
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Operation of the Project at this sitewould not

exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB).

UTL-2: Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.13
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not

require or result in construction of new or expansion of existing stormwater drainage facilities.

UTL-3: Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.13
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would have

sufficient water supplies based on existing entitlements and resources and would not require
new or expanded entitlements.

UTL-4: Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in less than significant impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.13
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would be

served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste
disposal needs.
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UTL-5: Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

Finding: At site JPK2, the Project would result in no impacts.

Rationale for Finding: The above finding is made based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.13
and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798),
which are incorporated by reference herein. Construction and operation at site JPK2 would

comply with federal, state, and local solid waste statutes and regulations.

Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Determined to Be Significant but Would Be Mitigated to a
Less Than Significant Level

Air Quality

AQ-1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Simultaneous construction of all Project sites located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) would
exceed significance thresholds for nitrogen oxides (NOy), a precursor for ozone (03), and could
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Plan. Impacts would be significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.2 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798). These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1 below.

AQ MM 1: No later than 12:00 p.m. on the Thursday prior to each week of construction,
the contractor shall submit a report to the Authority for review and approval
which includes, at minimum, the following information: (1) a list of the types
and numbers of pieces of on-site construction equipment that will operate at
each Project site within the SCAB on each day of the following week of
construction; (2) an estimate of the combined total of NOy emissions from all
construction activities at all Project sites in the SCAB for each day of the week
and verification that the total does not exceed 100 pounds; (3) if combined NOy
emissions are forecast to exceed 100 pounds on any day during the week
following submittal of the report, the report shall document this fact, and the
contractor shall substitute equipment with Tier 4 engines that adhere to
emissions standards listed in 40 CFR 1039.101 for all types of off-road
equipment to which USEPA regulations apply to the extent necessary to reduce
emissions to 100 pounds, or otherwise limit construction activity to the extent
necessary to reduce daily basin-wide NOy emissions to 100 pounds, to the
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satisfaction of the Authority. Compliance with this requirement shall be
documented in the following week’s report.

Rationale for Finding: The contractor will be required to forecast Project emissions based on

actual equipment that would be operating. Data would be provided and verified by the
Authority, and no exceedance of NO, standards will be permitted. Implementation of AQ MM 1
would mitigate air emission from Project site JPK2 construction so that the Project would not
conflict or obstruct implementation with the SCAQMD Plan. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ MM 1 would reduce construction emissions to below the level of significance.

AQ-2: Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Simultaneous construction of all Project sites located in the SCAB would exceed significance
thresholds for NOy, a precursor for Os;, and would result in violation of the SCAQMD threshold
for daily NOy emissions during construction and would contribute to the SCAB nonattainment
status for Os. Impacts would be significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.2 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1 previously discussed above under AQ-1.

Rationale for Finding: The contractor will be required to forecast Project emissions based on

actual equipment that would be operating. Data would be provided and verified by the
Authority; and no exceedance of NO, standards will be permitted, which would ensure NO,
emissions do not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1 would reduce
construction emissions to below the level of significance.

AQ-3: Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Simultaneous construction of all Project sites located in the SCAB would exceed significance
thresholds for NOy, a precursor for O3, and would result in cumulatively considerable net
increases in O; from the NOy emissions. Impacts would be significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.2 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
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through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1 previously discussed above under AQ-1.

Rationale for Finding: The contractor will be required to forecast Project emissions based on

actual equipment that would be operating. Data would be provided and verified by the
Authority, and no exceedance of NO, standards will be permitted; therefore, the Project would
not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any pollutant for which the SCAB is in
nonattainment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1 would reduce construction
emissions to below the level of significance.

Biological Resources

BIO-1: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or on any species that meets the criteria in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380 for endangered, rare, or threatened?

The analysis in the Draft EIR included the review of 112 special status plant species and 74
special status wildlife species to determine potential impacts due to construction or operations
at site JPK2. Impacts to special status species would be significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in Draft EIR Section 3.3 and
in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures BIO
MM 1 through BIO MM 9, BIO MM 18, BIO MM 23, and BIO MM 24 below.

BIO MM 1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

Prior to construction, the Authority shall develop and implement or require the
system contractor to develop and implement a mitigation monitoring and
reporting plan (MMRP) for the Project. The MMRP would serve to organize
environmental compliance requirements identified in best management
practices, mitigation measures, permit requirements, real property agreement
conditions, coordination with the land management agency(s), and other
applicable sources. The MMRP shall contain an organization chart and
communication plan for environmental compliance as it relates to the Project.

BIO MM 2 Worker Environmental Awareness Program

Prior to construction, the Authority shall develop and implement, or require the
system contractor to develop and implement, including coordination with the
respective land management agency, a Worker Environmental Awareness
Program (WEAP) for the Project. This mitigation measure would serve to
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BIO MM 3

BIO MM 4

BIO MM 5

institute and formalize an education program to increase awareness of

environmental resources and measures and rules that are in place to help

minimize impacts to those resources.

a)

b)

A WEAP shall be developed and shall be required for all construction
employees prior to placement of Project equipment, construction, or
any ground-disturbing activities at the Project site. Training of additional
workers, contractors, and visitors shall be provided, as needed.

The WEAP is to inform on-site workers of the possible presence of
special status species, the measures to be taken to protect these
species, and the importance of minimizing impacts to the natural
environment through the protection of native vegetation, adhering to
required buffers and protection zones, staying on existing roads, and
implementing best management practices that include containment of
any spills, disposal of trash, and management of runoff and sediment
transport.

To assure long-term implementation of mitigation measures, an
information sheet listing potential sensitive species and what to do if
any are encountered shall be prepared, distributed to workers, and
posted on site.

Biological Compliance Reporting

A biological monitor shall visit all active construction sites at least once weekly

to document compliance and provide reports to the Project administrator on a

weekly basis.

Site Sanitation

a)

b)

The contractor shall keep a regulated work area free of litter and trash.
Trash and discarded food items shall be contained within an appropriate
receptacle and removed daily to avoid attracting wildlife to the
construction site, contribute to habituation of wildlife to the presence
of humans, or to attract avian or mammalian predators to the area.

All construction debris (including nuts, bolts, small pieces of wire, etc.)
shall be cleaned up (e.g., trash removed, scrap materials picked up)
each day that work is conducted to minimize the likelihood of wildlife
visiting the site and consuming microtrash, discarded food, or other
substances.

Hazardous Materials Management
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BIO MM 6

BIO MM 7

a)

b)

d)

A toxic substance management and spill response plan shall be
prepared by the contractor for review and approval by the Authority.

Hazardous materials shall be contained; spills shall be prevented; and
any spills at the Project site or along access roads shall be contained and
cleaned up immediately.

All construction vehicles are required to carry at least one spill response
kit.

Any spills shall be accounted for in reports prepared by the
biological/environmental monitor.

Anti-perch Devices

Anti-perch devices shall be affixed to any elevated, horizontal structure (this

includes the top quarter-arc of disc antennas) suitable for perching or nesting by

raptors, ravens, vultures, gulls, or other large birds to deter the use of these

facilities as perch or nest sites to avoid attracting avian predators to the area,

and so as not to contribute to the habituation of condors to the presence of

humans. Anti-perch devices shall be inspected annually and repaired as needed.

California Condor Protection

a)

b)

As part of BIO MM 4 Site Sanitation, a written list of procedures shall be
established and posted on site and/or kept in a site binder at all times.
Specifically, the protocol shall list requirements including: all trash of
any size shall be placed and contained in covered containers; and no
trash of any kind shall be released to the environment. This includes any
food items, small or large pieces of plastic or wire, and any small
metallic objects (i.e., nuts, bolts, wire nuts).

As part of BIO MM 2 WEAP, construction crews shall be informed of the
possible presence of California condors. A qualified biologist shall
prepare an informational handout to be presented at WEAP instruction.
This program and handout shall provide, at a minimum, information
concerning the biology and distribution of the California condor, legal
status, and possible occurrence in the vicinity; measures to avoid
impacts to condors; procedures to be implemented to eliminate
microtrash from the site; and what to do in case of California condor
encounters. The informational handout shall be posted at the Project
site for continued reference by construction and maintenance workers.

During construction and operations of the facility, all workers shall avoid
any interaction with condors and shall immediately stop work if condors
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BIO MM 8

BIO MM 9

d)

e)

f)

h)

are present in the Project site. If condors are on site, USFWS would be
contacted immediately (Ventura office: 805-644-1766) following
internal chain-of-command communications protocol. Once condors
leave on their own accord or as a result of techniques employed by
permitted USFWS personnel, on-site work may continue.

If condors are known to be present in the area and found roosting
within 0.5 mile of the Project site, no construction activity shall occur
between one hour before sunset and one hour after sunrise or until the
condors leave the area.

If condors are documented nesting within 1.5 miles of a Project site (as
determined by nesting bird surveys, observations by the biological
monitor, and/or information from USFWS condor program), no
construction activity shall occur until further authorization is received
from USFWS.

The Project site shall be maintained in a clean condition at all times.

All wires, cables, and other items, either temporary or permanent, that
could entangle a condor are to be securely fastened down or removed
from site. No permanent guy wires will be used.

As part of BIO MM 3 Biological Compliance Reporting, the
environmental monitor shall verify at least once a week during active
construction and upon completion of construction activities that the
Project site is maintained in a clean condition.

Biological Monitoring

A qualified biological monitor shall be present at the site during construction
activities that result in ground disturbance or removal of vegetation to ensure
all mitigation measures are met. Duties of the biological monitor include
checking for the presence of wildlife on the construction site, inspecting
trenches or holes for trapped wildlife, surveying for the presence of nesting
birds and adherence to nesting bird protection buffers, monitoring construction
site boundaries, and checking that vegetation flagged for protection is not
disturbed.

Protect Native Vegetation and Common Wildlife

Minimize disturbance to native perennial plants; new ground
disturbance shall be the minimum necessary and established and
delineated prior to any earth-moving activities.
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b)

d)

f)

g)

h)

If native perennial vegetation cannot be avoided and would be
impacted or destroyed, the disturbance area is to be surveyed for the
presence of special status plants and to remove common species of
wildlife prior to destruction of the vegetation.

At no time shall protected species be handled or moved. If a protected
species is found within the construction area, all work that may impact
that animal shall cease and the appropriate agency(s) shall be contacted
(e.g., USFWS, CDFW, land management agency). The animal shall be
allowed to leave the site on its own accord.

Prior to construction or any ground-disturbance activities, mark the
construction disturbance limits and monitor for adherence to these
boundaries.

Stay on existing roads.

Do not remove native trees; construction limits shall be established to
avoid walnuts, oaks, and any other sensitive species habitat and the
limits shall be flagged by a biological monitor.

Protect tree root systems by precluding paving, trenching, or other
ground disturbing activities; and preclude heavy equipment from
driving, parking, or staging within the tree’s dripline.

Any loss of native perennial vegetation, whether planned or
unintentional, is to be accounted for in reports prepared by the
biological monitor.

BIO MM 18 Nesting Bird Protection

a)

b)

c)

It is preferred that removal of trees or large tree limbs and other
vegetation removal activities such as grubbing or shrub clearing avoid
the typical bird nesting season of January 1 through September 15.

If construction activities occur during the bird nesting season, and to
prevent disturbance to or destruction of nests of protected native bird
species that could occur as a result of vegetation removal, disturbance,
or other on-site construction activities, preconstruction surveys for
nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biological monitor within
10 calendar days prior to on-site construction-related disturbance
activities from March 1 through September 15 for non-raptors, and
January 1 through July 31 for raptors.

If nesting protected non-raptor species are detected, a 300-foot
avoidance buffer shall be implemented; a 500-foot avoidance buffer
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d)

f)

g)

h)

would be applied to any active nest of a raptor or other species of
special status bird.

Appropriate site-specific buffers may be established with the approval
of a Project designated avian expert, based in part on the species of
nesting bird present, location of nest, nesting phenology, magnitude of
potential disturbance, and other site conditions (e.g., levels of ambient
noise; line-of-sight).

If construction activities would occur within the general buffer distances
for active nests (300 feet for non-raptors, 500 feet for raptors, and up to
1.5 miles for condors and eagles), a Biological Monitor must be present
during those activities.

No active nests may be destroyed; inactive bird nests may be destroyed
as part of vegetation removal but may not be reduced to possession.

Between September 16 and December 30, grubbing, shrub clearing, and
tree/limb removal activities are not subject to restrictions based on the
protection of migratory birds.

Comply with the USFWS Office of Migratory Birds voluntary guidelines
for communications tower placement, construction, and operation.

For any towers that must exceed 199 feet in height, lighting
requirements would be designed in cooperation with FAA and USFWS
Office of Migratory Birds to minimize attraction and resulting mortality
of migratory birds.

BIO MM 23 Prevent the Spread of Nonnative Vegetation

a)

b)

c)

All ground disturbed by construction activities that would not be paved,
landscaped, or otherwise permanently stabilized (e.g., graveled, soil
compaction) shall be seeded using species native to the Project vicinity.

To prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds, all earthmoving
and hauling equipment shall be inspected at the equipment storage
facility to remove soil and vegetation; and the equipment shall be
washed prior to entering the construction site.

To prevent invasive species seeds from leaving the site, all construction
equipment shall be inspected, and all attached plant/vegetation and
soil/mud debris shall be removed prior to leaving the construction site.

BIO MM 24 Special Status Plants Surveys and Protection

a)

As part of BIO MM 2 WEAP, construction crews shall be informed prior
to the onset of construction activities of the possible presence of special
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status plants in the area and the importance of maintaining native
vegetation.

b) At site JPK2, surveys for special status plants shall be conducted by a
qualified botanist prior to ground-disturbing activities, in the proper
season and in suitable habitat surrounding the Project site or any area
subject to ground disturbance, including access roads.

c) If a special status plant is found to be present or if surveys are
determined to be inconclusive, the areas requiring special protection
would be marked prior to construction to provide a buffer to maintain
the ecological context of the location at which the plant was found.

d) Mitigation measure BIO MM 8 Biological Monitoring shall apply at
Project sites where special status plants or their habitat are present,
and protection buffers would be monitored for compliance.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the Project would avoid

substantial adverse effects on species and habitat through worker education, species and habitat
identification, avoidance, and monitoring. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO MM 1 through
BIO MM 9, BIO MM 18, BIO MM 23, and BIO MM 24 would reduce construction and operational
impacts to below the level of significance.

BIO-5: Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The construction of Project site JPK2 would impact biological resources protected by local
policies or ordinances; impacts would be significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.3 and the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measures BIO MM 1 through BIO MM 9, BIO MM 18, BIO MM 23, and BIO MM 24,
previously discussed above under BIO-1.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the Project would

avoid biological resources protected by local policies or ordinances through worker education
and species and habitat identification, avoidance, and monitoring. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO MM 1 through BIO MM 9, BIO MM 18, BIO MM 23, and BIO MM 24 would
reduce construction and operational impacts at site JPK2 to below the level of significance.

Geolo Soils

GEO-1: Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
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Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

Strong seismic ground shaking?
Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Landslides?

At site JPK2, a new lattice tower up to 180 feet tall will be constructed. Seismic shaking impacts
and landslide impacts from construction would be significant at site JPK2 without an evaluation
of site-specific soils, geology, and seismic shaking probability.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.5 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure GEO MM 1, below.

GEO MM 1 Prior to or concurrently with submittal of the application for a building permit
for any portion of the Project site, the Contractor shall:

1) Submit to the appropriate municipality (County of Los Angeles or city
having jurisdiction over the site) a site-specific, design-level
geotechnical report reviewed and approved by both an engineering
geologist licensed in the State of California and a civil engineer licensed
in the State of California. The report shall comply with all applicable
state and local code requirements and shall:

a) Include an analysis of the expected ground motions at the site from
known active faults using accepted methodologies

b) Include an analysis of all potential geologic hazards including but
not limited to, landslides, mudslides, liquefaction potential,
identification of active faults, land spreading, and land subsidence.
The report shall be prepared in accordance with and meet the
requirements of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works (LACDPW) Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports,
July 1, 2013.

c) Specify liquefaction mitigations that shall use proven methods
generally accepted by professional engineers to reduce the risk of
liguefaction to a less than significant level such as:

i) subsurface soil improvement

26
AGENDA ITEM F - ENCLOSURE 2



ii) deep foundations extending below the liquefiable layers
iii) structural slabs designed to span across areas of non-support

iv) soil cover sufficiently thick over liquefaction soil to bridge
liqguefaction zones

v) dynamic compaction
vi) compaction grouting
vii) jet grouting

viii) mitigation for liquefaction hazards suggested in the California
Geological Survey’s (CGS) Geology Guidelines for Evaluating and
Mitigating Seismic Hazards (CGS Special Publication 117, 1997)
including edge containment structures (berms, dikes, sea walls,
retaining structures, compacted soil zones), removal or
treatment of liquefiable soils, modification of site geometry,
lowering the groundwater table, in-situ ground densification,
deep foundations, reinforced shallow foundations, and
structural design that can withstand predicated displacements

d) Determine structural design requirements as prescribed by the
most current version of the California Building Code, including
applicable local county and local city amendments, to ensure that
structures can withstand ground accelerations expected from
known active faults

e) Determine the final design parameters for walls, foundations,
foundation slabs, utilities, roadways, parking lots, sidewalks, and
other surrounding improvements

Project plans for foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation
shall incorporate all of the mitigations in the site specific investigations.

The Project structural engineer shall review the site specific
investigations, provide any additional necessary mitigation to meet
Building Code requirements, and incorporate all applicable mitigations
from the investigation in the structural design plans and shall ensure
that all structural plans for the Project meet current Building Code
requirements.

Site construction shall not begin until:

a) The registered geotechnical engineer representing the applicable
permitting municipality for the Project site (county or city), or third
party registered engineer retained to review the geotechnical
reports, has reviewed each site specific geotechnical investigation,
approved the final report, and required compliance with
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geotechnical mitigations contained in the investigation in the plans
submitted for the grading, foundation, structural, infrastructure and
other relevant construction permits; and

b) The applicable permitting municipality for the Project site (county or
city) has reviewed all Project plans for grading, foundations,
structural, infrastructure and other relevant construction permits to
ensure compliance with the applicable geotechnical investigation
and other applicable Code requirements

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.5 of the

Draft EIR, a geotechnical report will be prepared for each of these
sites. The report will be prepared in accordance with applicable
regulations for the applicable jurisdiction for the location of the
Project sites. The geotechnical report will assess site-specific seismic
ground-shaking conditions to be considered and make
recommendations on the design of the foundation to minimize
seismic hazards. Implementation of GEO MM 1 would reduce
construction and operational impacts to below the level of
significance.

GEO-3: Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Site JPK2 is located within a designated potential landslide area or designated potential
liguefaction zone. The ground under this site has the potential for soils to become unstable;
construction impacts would be significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.4 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure GEO MM 1, discussed above under GEO-1.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, a geotechnical report

will be prepared for each of these sites. The report will evaluate subsurface soil and
groundwater condition and make recommendations to ensure soil stability and minimize
potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Implementation of GEO
MM 1 would reduce construction and operational impacts at site JPK2 to below the level of
significance.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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HAZ-8: Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Site JPK2 is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Construction activities in this
area represent an elevated significant risk of igniting a wildland fire.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in the
Draft EIR Section 3.7 and site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure HAZ MM 3, below.

HAZ MM 3: Fire Management Plan. Prior to construction activity, the Authority must work
with the agency responsible for fire protection in the jurisdiction where the site
is located to develop and implement a fire management plan for use during
construction activity. The plan will identify Project locations, Project
descriptions, anticipated construction activities, limitation of activities during
periods of elevated fire risk (e.g., “red flag” days), level of suppression
equipment required on site, training requirements, and points of contact.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, construction in these
zones will comply with local municipal code, including provisions for emergency vehicle access,
use of approved building materials, design, and brush clearance. The fire management plan will
document procedures for both fire prevention and response. Implementation of HAZ MM 3

would reduce construction and operational impacts at site JPK2 to below the level of
significance.

Hydrology / Water Quality

WQ-1: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

At site JPK2, groundwater may also be encountered during excavation of deep foundations.
Dewatering of an excavation would constitute a significant impact if the water is not discharged

properly.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.8 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure UTL MM 1, discussed below.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, the Authority will
comply with all conditions and stipulations specified in the dewatering permit at site JPK, as
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applicable. Implementation of UTL MM 1 would reduce construction and operational impacts at
site JPK2 to below the level of significance.

Utilities / Service Systems

UTL-1: Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Groundwater may be encountered during excavation activities at this site during construction of
deep foundations associated with a new monopole or lattice tower . Perched groundwater that
may be encountered could be contaminated, have high levels of turbidity, or generally not meet
other requirements for discharge to the environment. Unpermitted discharges to the
environment could exceed treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCBs) and would be considered a significant impact.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect from construction as identified in Draft
EIR Section 3.13 and in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760
through 4-798), which are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in
Mitigation Measure UTL MM 1, below.

UTL MM 1: In the event groundwater in sufficient quantity is encountered to require
dewatering, a discharge permit shall be obtained from the applicable RWQCB
prior to construction; and removal or discharge of water would be in accordance
with the terms and conditions of the permit.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, the Authority will
comply with all conditions and stipulations specified in the dewatering permit at each of these

sites, as applicable. Implementation of UTL MM 1 would reduce construction and operational
impacts to below the level of significance.

Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Determined to Be Significant that Cannot be Mitigated to a
Less Than Significant Level

No impacts determined to be significant that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level have
been identified at Site JPK2.

Findings Regarding Cumulatively Considerable Impacts That Would Be Mitigated to a Less Than
Significant Level

Air Quality

AQ-1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in Draft EIR Section 3.2 and
in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure AQ,
MM 1.

Rationale for Finding: The construction contractor will be required to forecast Project emissions

based on actual equipment that would be operating. Data would be provided and verified by the
Authority, and no exceedance of NOy standards will be permitted. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1, NOy emission would be reduced below the level of significance
and would not result in a cumulatively considerable significant impact that would conflict or
obstruct implementation of the air quality management plan (AQMP).

AQ-3: Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in Draft EIR Section 3.2 and
in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure AQ
MM 1.

Rationale for Finding: With implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ MM 1, NOx emission

would be reduced below the level of significance and would not result in cumulatively
considerable net increase in any criteria pollutants.

Biological Resources

BIO-1: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or on any species that meets the criteria in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380 for endangered, rare, or threatened?

Potential project-related impacts to special status wildlife and plant species were evaluated at
the proposed Project sites evaluated in the Draft EIR. Continued habitat loss, mortality of
wildlife, or disturbance to wildlife as a result of any project included on the cumulative projects
list (see Draft EIR Table 2.7-1) would constitute a cumulatively considerable significant impact.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in Draft EIR Section 3.3 and
in the site JPK2 summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which
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are incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures BIO
MM 1 through BIO MM 9, BIO MM 18, BIO MM 23, and BIO MM 24.

Rationale for Finding: As described in detail in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the Project would

avoid substantial adverse effects on species and habitat through worker education, species and
habitat identification, avoidance, and monitoring. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO
MM 1 through BIO MM 9, BIO MM 18, BIO MM 23, and BIO MM 24 would reduce cumulatively
considerable construction and operational impacts to special status species to below the level of
significance.

Findings Regarding Cumulatively Considerable Impacts That Cannot Be Mitigated to a Less Than
Significant Level

Biological Resources

BIO-1: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or on any species that meets the criteria in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380 for endangered, rare, or threatened?

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) protects species of native migratory birds listed
under the MBTA. The American Bird Conservancy reports an estimated 6.8 million birds annually
are killed by collision with communication towers in the United States and Canada. The
Department of Interior Office of the Secretary (2014) reports that impacts from non-ionizing
electromagnetic radiation emitted by communication towers could be significant for birds, and
that cell tower radiation could be a threat to nearby nesting birds. To address these concerns,
the USFWS Office of Migratory Birds has issued voluntary guidelines for communications tower
placement, construction, and operation. Guidelines emphasize collocation wherever possible,
height limitations of 199 feet above ground level, designs that avoid guy wires, unlighted
structures if FAA regulations permit, and avoidance of migratory pathways.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that substantially lessen
the significant environmental effect as identified in Draft EIR Section 3.3 and in the site JPK2
summary form in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-760 through 4-798), which are
incorporated by reference herein. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures BIO-6
and BIO MM 18. Although these mitigation measures would minimize Project impacts, specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make it infeasible to reduce this
cumulatively considerable impact to a less than significant level.

Rationale for Finding: The addition of LMR structures, as well as the vast array of existing towers

and high rise buildings across Los Angeles County, contributes to the cumulative loss of
migratory birds. This loss would be less substantive for tower structures that implement the
USFWS voluntary guidelines for communications towers. This incremental impact of bird
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mortality due to Project implementation is “cumulatively considerable.” Although the applicable
standards for the construction of communication towers are being fully met (with the exception
of site DPK, which is 200 feet tall vs. 199 feet tall), no additional mitigation measures are
available to reduce the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on migratory birds to less
than significant.

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR SITE JPK2

CEQA requires a public agency to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable, adverse
environmental impacts in determining whether to approve the project.

Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides the following:

(a) CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks
when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.”

(b) When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects
which are identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) but are not avoided or
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action
based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record. The statement of overriding
considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record.

(c) If an agency makes a statement of overriding considerations, the statement should be included
in the record of the project approval and should be mentioned in the notice of determination.
This statement does not substitute for, and shall be in addition to, findings required pursuant to
Section 15091.

Project Significant Impacts

Construction and operation at site JPK2 would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts at
the project level; however, cumulatively considerable and unavoidable impacts would occur to biological
resources at all project sites, including JPK2, as described below.

Biological Resources

The addition of LMR structures, as well as the vast array of existing towers and high rise buildings across
Los Angeles County contributes to the cumulative loss of migratory birds protected by the MBTA. This
loss would be less substantive for tower structures that implement the USFWS voluntary guidelines for
communications towers. These applicable standards for the construction of communication towers
would be met for all project sites (with the exception of not exceeding the height limitations of 199 feet
above ground level at Site DPK which would be 200 feet tall). Although changes or alterations set forth
in Mitigation Measures BIO-6 and BIO MM 18 have been incorporated into the Project that
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect, the incremental impact of bird mortality due to
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Project implementation would still be cumulatively considerable and significant. No additional feasible
mitigation measures are available to reduce the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on
migratory birds to less than significant.

Overriding Considerations

The Project offers numerous benefits that outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects of
the Project. The LA-RICS Board recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from
implementation of the Project, as discussed above. Having (1) adopted all feasible mitigation measures,
(2) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (3) balanced the benefits of the Project against
the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, the LA-RICS Board finds that there are specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the Project that outweigh those
impacts and provide sufficient reasons for approving the Project. These overriding considerations justify
adoption of the Project and certification of the Final EIR. Each of the benefits set forth below constitutes
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project, independent of the other benefits,
despite each and every unavoidable impact. These benefits are as follows:

The new system will enhance safety and emergency response for 10 million Los Angeles County
residents and the over 40 million Los Angeles County tourists. The LMR system will provide emergency
responders with an improved communications system that will enable efficient and coordinated
response to incidents and emergencies that is currently not possible in Los Angeles County. The
improved communications could reduce response times and ultimately save lives. The LMR system will
support a rapid, safe, and effective response during daily operations. The new system will facilitate
effective radio communication to prevent and respond to crimes, keeping firefighters safe as they fight
blazes, facilitating life-saving exchanges of information between emergency medical service
professionals and hospitals, and allowing third responders such as public works and utility providers the
opportunity to coordinate responses to disasters and special events. Additionally, the Los Angeles region
is disaster prone and is designated as a high-threat area by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).
The Los Angeles area is subject to 13 of 16 disaster types. The LMR system will support faster, better-
coordinated, large-scale multi-agency response to emergencies such as terrorist attacks, earthquakes,
civil disturbance, wildfire, or other disasters, improving overall system capacity and coverage for first
and second responders region-wide.

The new system will replace an outdated proprietary system with a standards-based communication
system. The LA-RICS LMR system is a standards-based system that is designed to facilitate the use of
standards-based radio equipment regardless of manufacturer. Legacy systems are proprietary; and, as
such, each proprietary system must use proprietary equipment that is specific to that model and/or
version of network. Interoperability with other vendors’ systems and, in many cases, different models of
networks by the same manufacturer requires third party equipment to “patch” the systems together.
This patch introduces a potential point of failure during times of critical communications and does not
solve the problem of proprietary equipment (radios) communicating directly on a different proprietary
network. The LA-RICS network will provide first and secondary responders using standards-based
equipment, regardless of model or manufacturer, the ability to communicate directly with each other
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and remove the point of failure that is introduced with a patch. Additionally, the LA-RICS network will
provide for a standards-based interface with other manufacturers’ standards-based networks, thus
preserving direct interoperability within a system-of-system environment.

The new system will meet the FCC mandate to vacate ultra-high frequency (UHF) T-Band frequency
spectrum at 470 to 512 megahertz (MHz) for members of the LA-RICS Joint Powers Authority. The LA-
RICS LMR system will provide a modern, integrated wireless voice and narrowband data
communications system designed and built to serve law enforcement, fire service, health service, and
public works professionals throughout Los Angeles County. The system does not operate on the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC)-mandated vacated spectrum. It seamlessly operates on two bands
of spectrum, 700 MHz and UHF.

The new system will replace 40 aging radio networks with one state-of-the-art network, solely
dedicated to emergency responders, that increases overall capacity for and speed of communication
during local emergencies, special events, and disasters. The new system will provide day-to-day
communications within and among agencies and allow seamless interagency communications for
responding to routine, emergency, and catastrophic events. The system is composed of four different
subsystems:

1) Digital Trunked Voice Radio System — provides first responders with radio communications
utilizing digital technology. It seamlessly operates on two bands of spectrum (700 MHz and UHF)

2) Analog Conventional Voice Radio System — provides first responders with radio
communications utilizing conventional analog technology

3) Los Angeles Regional Tactical Communications System — consists of local, state, and federal
interoperability channels in four different bands of spectrum in order to allow outside agencies
responding to events in Los Angeles County to have designated channels for communications

4) Narrowband Mobile Data Network — a data system that provides critical dispatch
communications
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